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A TRI-LEVEL MODEL OF HUMAN SUPPORT AND
ITS APPLICATIONS
(October, 1975)
Barbara Wainrib
B. A. Brooklyn College
M. Sc. McGill University, Montreal
Directed by: Dr. Donald Carew
ABSTRACT
The author's experiences of loneliness in a new community made her
aware of the pervasiveness of this social problem and stimulated her to
analyze her own needs for interpersonal support. The result of her analysis
to define support as access to and experience of a relationship that is
appropriate to the level of interpersonal need experienced by an individual
at any given time, and the development of the Tri-Level Model. This model
postulates needs for interpersonal relationships at the Casual Contact, Social-
Functional and Intimacy-Validation levels, each level having functions and
behaviors specific to it. It also hypothesizes the existence of the "Porcupine
Dilemma" which causes difficulty and discomfort in people's attempts to change
the quality or level of their relationships, and suggests differing degrees of
reaction to the breaking or severing of relationships at different levels.
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The model is seen as complementing the current work on support
systems and personal networks because of its person-centered approach.
This is an exploratory study which attempted to validate the Tri-Level
Model and its components through a series of structured, in-depth interviews
with men and women of two age groups, 18-25 and over 40. All the participants
in the study were connected with the University of Massachusetts. The study
involved an initial in-depth interview and a follow-up appointment during
which the participants rated their initial interview transcripts in the same
manner as the external raters, and the author. This allowed a measure of
relative validity of subjective rating.
Results of the study indicate that the Tri-Level Model is validated,
both in its construction and its assumption of functions and behaviors specific
to each category. As well, existence of the "Porcupine Dilemma" is clearly
borne out with dramatic instances of discomfort reported in attempts at
changing levels of relationship. Differences in the reaction to breaking or
severing different levels of relationship are also indicated, suggesting that
support systems function as a series of mirros of varying magnification which
provide the social equivalent of the proprioceptive system.
Other findings indicate that both sex and age are important contingent
elements in understanding support needs. Age differences suggest
that the
sample represents a transition in types of support system, based
on the use
of the nuclear family. Older participants consider family
members as
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intimates; younger participants do not include these people. Younger
participants' search for a substitute for family is also indicated.
Sex differences were seen particularly in relation to men's difficulty
in establishing intimate relationships with other men.
A significantly overlooked support source emerges as well. People
who provide service contacts, such as clerks, waiters and others, are noted
as "invisible people" whose importance is enthusiastically acknowledged but
who are initially overlooked by participants.
Difficulties which emerge from unbalanced support profiles which place
undue stress on a few people in an incomplete network are also indicated.
There is some reason to belie ve that the model may be pyramidal in
form with some people having less difficulty with the Porcupine Dilemma
when they fill functions at more than one level. Data suggest that women have
more ease in this area than men and further research will investigate this.
The importance of the use of the model for facilitating a person's need-
awareness as a requisite for developing support systems is demonstrated.
Cultural values and urban change are hypothesized for the emphasis on
more intense relationships and the tendency to overlook more casual sources
of support.
Implications for future research include development of a methodology for
measurement of the intensity of the Porcupine Dilemma, as well as further
work
on subjective methodology. Implications for educational use in awareness
and
skill-training as well as organizational applications are also
suggested.
ix
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PREFACE
A Personal Statement: Per Aspera ad Astra
This dissertation is an outgrowth of loneliness; my loneliness.
In September 1973, I left my family, friends, and professional
contacts in Montreal, and came to Amherst, Massachusetts to live and study.
My journal notes at that time talked about my need for a period of "immersion
in a scholarly community."
My assessment of myself at that time fitted Peris (1969) description
of "maturity, " and Maslow's (1956) description of an individual approaching
self-actualization. I felt that I had moved drastically from manipulating the
environment for support to developing self-support. I was able to stand on
my own feet intellectually, emotionally, and economically. I had satisfactorily
met all my physiological, security, affiliation and esteem needs, and I was
ready to move on. I had had the gratifying experience of raising two delightful
and rewarding youngsters to young adulthood, while pursuing a successful
professional career. And I had weathered a severe and painful family
economic crisis. I felt strong, competent, capable, and self-assured. I
felt able to "just be" without having to be "someone" or "something" to suit
anyone else.
xvi
Much later, I did find the community of scholars. But en route to
finding them, I learned a great deal, and I learned it very painfully.
I learned that many of the things I felt about myself could not have
developed in vacuo; that essential to much of this self-image was the subtle
but consistent input of a wide-ranging human support system. And I learned
that the most debilitating effect of loneliness is that it makes one, sooner
or later, question one's own competence as a person.
Amherst, Massachusetts, and the School of Education at the University
of Massachusetts, at least as I originally perceived it, was no community at
all, at least for me. It felt, instead, like a bleak and uncaring environment.
Wastelands erode; personal wastelands erode personal strengths. Loncrgan
(1967) says: "In the main it is not by introspection but by living in common with
others that we come to know ourselves. . . . Freely the subject makes himself
what he is: never in this life is the making finished; always it is in process,
always it is a precarious achievement that can slip and fall and shatter" (p. 76).
Although we must each face the reality that, in the final analysis, we
are each painfully alone, and there is no one but ourselves to fall back on,
we must also recognize that the essence of our lives is the search for the
strength to face those crucial lonely moments. This strength, I have learned,
is garnered from the reflections of myself that are mirrored to me by the
acknowledgement of others in my environment. The essence of my "self" is
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internal, but it is best recognized, for me, when I see it reflected in others*
perceptions of, and reactions to me. As multi-dimensional people, with a
broad spectrum of functions, interests, goals, feelings, and behaviors, we
require the reflections of a very broad, multi-dimensional spectrum in the
environment.
In a previous paper (Wainrib, 1974) 1 I quoted Martin Buber (1957)
"In human society at all its levels, persons confirm one another in a practical
way, to some extent or other in their personal qualities or capacities, and
a society may be termed human in the measure to which its members confirm
one another. . . . That this capacity lies so immeasurably fallow constitutes
the real weakness and questionableness of the human race: actual humanity
exists only where this capacity unfolds" (PP* 101-102).
In that same paper, I made further reference to Laing's (1961)
quotation of William James: "no more fiendish punishment could be devised,
even were such a thing physically possible, than that one should be turned
loose in a society and remained unnoticed by all members thereof" (p. 89). The
significance of James' emphasis on remaining "unnoticed by all members"
is an essential element in the model to be presented in this paper. Being
unnoticed, for me, became an experience of feeling "invisible. " One of
my low points came when I found that the lock to my office door had been
changed. When I asked the secretary for new keys, she not only had none
for me, but was totally unconcerned about that fact. Thus, when I
diagnosed
^Available from the author.
xviii
the sources of my feelings of invisibility, I realized that equally significant
were interactions, or lack of interactions, with secretaries, clerks,
colleagues, and intimates. At that point, my journal notes reflected my
alienation and despair at "having cut myself off from all sources of
nurturance. " These "sources of nurturance" ran the gamut from intensely
intimate relationships, to students and clients, and people who merely
greeted me as I passed them in the hallways. Eventually, I realized that
nurturance meant not only my receiving from others, but also having some-
one capable of receiving what I had to give.
The learning here, then, was that all relationships, from the most
trivial to the most intense, are potentially a part of a support system. One
not only needs a ,Tbalanced diet" of relationships, but one also needs access
to the appropriate relationship at the appropriate time to experience support.
My experience in Amherst made me acutely aware of what I had
left behind me in Montreal. When I attempted to inventory and categorize the
content of that system, I developed the beginning of the model to be presented,
and tested, in this study.
Once I had developed the awareness of the specific content of that
other support system, I could pinpoint the lacunae in my current needs and
slowly but surely find the people necessary to fill them. Having made this
identification, the night was over and the dawn appeared.
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A Statement About the Philosophical Approach
Bakan (1967), in an essay on the "Mystery-Mastery” complex in
psychology says: "Ideologically and culturally, it was the Protestant ethic
as described by Max Weber (1958) which entered as a major support to the
mystery-mastery complex.
. . . The Protestant ethic was associated with
an intense psychological separation of individual from individual. It had a
theology which suggested that the thoughts
,
feelings and wishes of each
individual were a matter between himself and God alone, and not a matter
for another man to concern himself with. It intended to substitute formal and
contractual forms of relationship for intimate intrapsychic contact. A too
great interest in the inner life of another person not only exceeded the bounds
of a formal relationship but was also a reminder of the odious Confessional
of the Catholic Church. At the same time, the Protestant ethic was
associated with a vaulting thrust to master the world through industry and
science. . . The scientist-subject distinction is a reflection of the mystery-
mastery complex, and the mystery-mastery complex needs to be abandoned
in favor of understanding. ... We need to be more aware of the factors
associated with the knowledge-getting processes. What we ordinarily call
methodology needs to be expanded. ... The psychologist is not intrinsically
different from other people. All people seek to understand themselves and
others in the course of their lives.
"
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The primary motive for the development of this study was just that
"intense psychological separation of individual from individual" described
by Bakan. Part of its cause, particularly in an academic setting, may well
relate to the traditional role of distinction between scientist and subject.
I would conclude, then, that it would be illegitimate to perpetuate that model
in the design and performance of this study. Clearly a different, more
personal and more human approach would be more appropriate.
It is in this spirit that I wish to define myself as a Humanistic
psychologist. This label in itself has little meaning, other than its ability
to accrue greater credibility to the wearer by association with a larger
group.
Defining Humanistic Psychology can become complicated. For the
purposes of this study, I will use Bugental’s (1967) description: "All
knowledge is, ultimately founded on a psychology, conscious or unconscious,
of the human experience. . . . And where one stands makes a difference in
what one perceives (or thinks he knows). . . . The humanistic psychologist
accepts basic subjectivism of all experience as his realm of behavior . The
humanistic psychologist. . . is concerned not only to describe the existing
way of human experience but also to ask "How might it be extended, enriched,
or made more meaningful?. . . Humanistic psychology is inevitably involved
with the social ambience of which it is a part . . . . Man is viewed as a
subject in the midst of himself acting on the world changing himself and all
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about him. . . . The humanistic psychologist. . . insists that meaning is more
important than method in choosing problems for study, in designing and
executing the studies and in interpreting the results . The humanistic
psychologist gives primary concern to man's subjective experience and
secondary concern to his actions, insisting that the primary of the subjective
is fundamental to any human endeavor. . .
.
(The humanistic psychologist)
sees a constant interaction between "science" and "application" such that
each constantly contributes to the other. . . is concerned with the individual
exceptional and the unpredicted rather than seeking only to study the regular,
universal and conforming. " (Underlinings mine) (p. 9)
This dissertation, then, may seem to depart from the traditional in
that it will embody many of Bugental’s Concepts. It is the outgrowth of my
personal, subjective experience, and it will make use of personal, subjective
data of its subjects. In the section on methodology, the reader will observe
certain departures from the traditional. While the general goal will be to
develop and validate a model created by myself, the exceptional and
unpredictable findings that develop in this study will be considered equally
legitimate. I will, at all times, take into consideration the social impact
on the individuals studied, their relationship to me, and the
significant
s'
interactions between them during the course of Ihe investigation.
And, in keeping with Rogers’ concept that "Knowing is not
enough,
"
and Bugental’s description of humanism as an area which
attempts to "enrich
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extend and make more meaningful.
. . the existing way of human experience,
" (p
I find that I can not accept as the ultimate goal of this work the mere
depositing of this dissertation in a library. Consequently as of this writing,
negotiations are under way to (1) convert this study into a community television
program in an effort to make more people aware of its implications,
(2) convert that program into an educational film, to further facilitate
awareness, and (3) design and produce a workshop on support systems which
is intricately related to this work.
Reality
"There is no Garden of Eden, there is no paradise, there is no
heaven, except for a passing moment or two. "
Maslow (1965, p. 239)
Maslow’s statement, like any kind of wisdom, is the kind of learning
which cannot be imparted, but only experienced. And an expectation of Utopia,
like other remnants of our memories of the Golden Age of Infancy, is hard
to give up.
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And so, my visions of utopia freshly polished up, I chose the School
of Education, because it appeared to have those Garden of Eden qualities
which would allow me to apply my humanistic ideals, without having to
sacrifice my principles to the demands of an impersonal institution.
But reality, aggravated by the misuse of freedom by some people in
this setting, dictated that, despite the rhetoric, I would have to conform to
certain traditional, unrelenting standards. In my case, what this meant was
that I would have to sacrifice the personal mode of reporting this study which
is most closely in keeping with my philosophical beliefs. This mode would
have to be substituted by the impersonal, third-person reporting format
which is required by the larger University.
For a while I considered fighting this issue. But again, Maslow
helped— "It becomes clearly understood, that every person can be and should
be healthily selfish. That is to say that the most unique contribution that
(a person) can make is the best contribution that he can make. This means
that he must look within himself, know his own talents and capacities well,
and offer for the common pool his own unique identity—that at which he can
be better than anybody else in the whole world" (p. 254). As a second child,
a female, coming from a family that worships males, fighting for things I
believe in was early eliminated from my repertoire of behaviors. And
other, more creative compensations developed. So clearly, then, wasting
xx iv
my energy in an area which is alien to me seemed not to be ’’healthily selfish.
"
On the other hand, developing a new approach to an important area of human
interaction was clearly a more important contribution, both to my own self-
actualization and to my potential contribution to human understanding.
All of this is by way of explanation for the fact that many parts of this
dissertation will read like any traditional dissertation, written in the impersonal
third person, humanism notwithstanding. I have negotiated sufficiently to
use the first person style in those areas where I feel it most relevant, and
to accept the limitations of reality where these seem rational.
And Maslow says, again, "A single person can do no more than a
single person can do. . . this can make a single person feel as powerful as
he can feel. . . rather than weak and helpless" (p. 250).
And so, this dissertation, and the format in which it is written, is all
that I can do. And I do not, in any way, feel weak or helpless about the
end-product.
xxv
CHAPTER ONE
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND INTRODUCTION OF
THE MODEL
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
In the Preface to this dissertation, the author demonstrated how her
own experience of loneliness led her to an analysis of her own support system.
This understanding led her to a new approach to and understanding of support
systems, and also deepened her awareness of the integral relationship between
the culturally prevalent phenomenon of loneliness and recent social science
approaches to an understanding of human support systems.
This dissertation will report on a study which attempted to design,
implement and test a new model of human interpersonal relationships. This
model is an outgrowth of that understanding of, and approach to, support
systems.
Because the model was derived from the twin themes of loneliness and
support, it is important to look at both of the areas, as background to this
work.
In an earlier unpublished paper, "On Oppression, Support, and the
Phoenix Phenomenon" (Wainrib, 1974),* The author defined the Phoenix
*This paper is available on request from the author, CP565,
Westmount,
P.Q.
,
Canada.
2Phenomenon as the capacity for crisis stimulated growth, whose two essential
elements were an awareness of oppression within a medium of human support.
In that paper, reference was made to the increasingly scarce sources
of support in our "temporary society. " With the proliferation of population,
real interpersonal concern, contact and confirmation, essential for a Cully
human existence, is becoming a luxury for a newly-privileged class. Perhaps
the real "haves" and "have nots" of our culture should not be defined solely in
economic terms, but also in terms of their psychological resources and inter-
locking investments in others' existence.
Much has been written by others about these increasingly scarce human
supports. The following sections will touch on these concerns.
"WE, THE LONELY PEOPLE "
What has happened to us as human beings that we can be
so near and yet so far, that we can be so distant from
each other and not even know ? Where are we anyway
in those hours when the human spirit cries out in
despair, when the hunger for sharing and for loving comes
through in disguised and devious forms? What has happened
when we have become so radically cut off from our own
humanity that we kill the human need for compassion and
understanding, when the longing for response is not even
recognized or noticed?
(Moustakas, 1972, p. 130)
What has happened to us, indeed? This sad earth is crowded with
loneliness. Cities are overpopulated with strangers.
Perhaps Bay (1971) can give us some understanding: "Affection within
the family and among close friends provides the most crucial individual
3nourishment; but is in turn dependent on some stability and sense of human
'dependability in the environment. . . . The needs of corporations outweigh
the needs of people and communities, the ’organization man' is moved about
the country or even overseas much as the housewife (sic) moves furniture
about. . . . Cold contractual human relations predominate, and the strain
is more than many individuals can take" (pp. 275-276).
Jennings (1970) has found an increasingly close relationship between
mobility and success, leading to "mobiocentricity". 'The mobiocentric man
values motion and action not because they lead to change; but because they
are change and change is his ultimate value" (p. 35).
Perhaps in the final analysis, a conflict of values is the root cause of
this loss of humanity. Perhaps a culture that "loves things and uses people"
(Powell, 1969, p. 49) can expect no better. In any case, the lonely society
exists and it has been amply documented by Riesman (1950), Slater (1968),
Packard (1972) and others. Acknowledging its existence, rather than
investigating its causes is our focus here.
College campuses recreate the "real world" and they fare no better.
Katz (1973) reports, "students at Stony Brook and elsewhere regard it as
very important to develop close friendships. They anticipate that the
college
will help them in this. Facilitating friendships, therefore is seen as a
paramount function of the institution. ... At Stony Brook, and
elsewhere,
many students do not make a variety of friends nor carry friendships
to the
4level of intimacy they had hoped. Over 60% of students describe themselves
as frequently lonely.
. . . Growing up in the New York metropolitan area
during the last fifteen years may have strengthened a tendency towards
seeking closeness primarily within the family and a few close friends, and
of distrusting strangers " (p. 94).
Sermat (1973) reports that in the various samples of college students
and non-students that he studied, no more than one or two percent report
that they have never been lonely. He reports, "there is considerable evidence
that loneliness is a major problem in contemporary society, and may be on the
increase" (p. 1).
Keyes (1973) reviews the variety of media developed in an effort to
replace a naturally occuring "community. " These run the gamut from
,Tbumper stickers to waiting lines, which can be friendship for a few minutes,
to laundromats where women (sic) gather as they once did by streams, to
rock festivals which can become family for a weekend. " But, he concludes,
"the reason why many of us feel so lonely, even as we seek company so
desperately, is because there’s no place where we feel known, really
known, in a community we can trust" (p. 16).
5ON SUPPORT AND SUPPORT SYSTEMS
Chapter II will take a close look at the literature on interpersonal
needs and human support systems. At this point, however, some definitions
seem in order.
In a previous paper (Wainrib, 1974), the author defined ’’support” as
"any degree of interpersonal confirmation that is experienced by the individual
as necessary to reaffirm himself" (p. 6).
Somewhat more pragmatically, Caplan (1974) defines a "support system"
as "an enduring pattern of continuous or intermittent ties that play a significant
part in maintaining the psychological and physical integrity of the individual
over time. . .
.
(They) buffer the individual against the burden of defective
feedback" (p. 7).
Peterman (1972) taking a narrower view, focuses on Maslow’s concept
of social needs. He says "the social or love needs of which Maslow spoke
relate to each individual’s life task of forming and maintaining a set of
relationships that would consistently satisfy needs for human caring, concern,
affection and sharing of significant life experiences. These relationships,
taken as a set, might range from the highly intimate to the very casual. Some
would exist over long periods of time, others would be brief. Perhaps some
would meet a number of needs or operate in complex ways, others might be
reserved for special occasions, or very specific kinds of sharing. In sum.
6however, they would function to keep the individual from experiencing long
periods of need deprivation in the interpersonal sphere. . . . Numerous
relationships, without minimal conditions of trust, openness, mutual
commitment and shared interest, would not suffice" (p. 75).
SUPPORT, SUPPORT SYSTEMS AND THE TRI-LEVEL
MODEL OF RELATIONSHIPS
For the purpose of this study, support is defined as access to and
experience of a relationship that is appropriate to the level of interpersonal
need experienced by an individual at any given time .
A support system
,
then is a network of people, or a series of networks
of people, to whom an individual can relate in varying degrees of intensity.
Both the level of intensity and the specific participants would be determined
by the level of interpersonal need.
It is implied in these definitions that there are differing levels of
interpersonal interaction and interpersonal need. This model has delineated
three distinct levels.
The ultimate goal of this delineation is to facilitate the breakdown of
the global concept of loneliness into its specific components. This will allow
people to stand back and inventory their present level of support within the
relative degree of investment, return and skill-availability which they
possess
relative to each level of interaction. Although this facility is an
essential
part of our life-skills education, it is presently in a state
akin to that of sex
7education twenty years ago; no "formal" training, but much allusion, reference,
and informal role modeling from peers and the media.
The three levels that have been defined for the model are
:
Level I: Contact
Level II: Functional/Social
Level III: Validation
Both the function served and the resulting behavior is seen as unique, for each
of these levels, even if the interaction involves the same people. The problem
of defining what occurs between levels will be discussed in a later section.
The next three sections will encompass definitions and descriptions of
the needs, functions and behaviors involved in each of these levels, as they
appear in the author’s original model. Chapter VI will look at the model as
it has become enriched and enlarged as a result of the author's experience
during the course of this study, and as a result of the information garnered
from the interviews on which this study is based.
8DEFINITIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS
Level I: Contact
Contact is defined as that minimal face to face relationship between
individuals as they move within each other’s orbit during the course of their
waiting hours. It is the elementary social behavior which occurs when two or
more people recognize the existence of each other and confirm the focal
person’s place in the social system or situation. Response at tills level is to
the individual in a stereotypic role, which reflects caste status, etc. (such as
man, woman, superior, professional, etc.). There is little or no sell-
revelation and little or no investment of self in the relationship.
If a minimal number of Level I relationships are broken, little or no
discomfort occurs, unless the individual is made to understand that the break
has been quite deliberate. However, if during the course of a given period
of time, none of these relationships function, feelings of invisibility may
result.
In our culture, the whole class of "invisible people" (service people
of various kinds) are kept invisible by the elimination oL Level I interactions.
These are the encounters Goffman (1971) describes as the "interpersonal
rituals" of "supportive interchanges": "In contemporary society rituals
performed to stand-ins for supernatural entities are everywhere in decay. .
. .
What remains are brief rituals one individual performs for and to
another
9attesting to civility and good will on the performer's part and to the recipient's
possession of a small patrimony of sacredness.
. . .When a ritual offering
occurs, when, that is, one individual provides a sign of awareness of another,
it behooves the recipient to show that the message has been received, that its
import has been appreciated, that the performer himself has worth as a
person, and finally, that the recipient himself has an appreciative, grateful
nature. . . .Courtesies are involved, not substantive care; small offerings
are received as though they were large, and large ones, when made, are
often made with the expectation that they will be declined. ..." (pp. 63, 66)
Establishing the initial contact is a major factor in breaking the
loneliness pattern. Anyone who has worked in a large institution knows the
"institutional eye-shift" pattern: walking toward a slightly familiar figure,
you're just about to expend a greeting when he shifts his eyes and you lose
contact.* Goffman assumes, as most of us do, that this shift is a gesture of
rejection, when, in fact, one of the things it might reflect is a lack of skill.
Katz reports (1973): "At Stony Brook. . . we may need to teach students how
to fare better psychologically. . . and to enhance their opportunities for
deepening social relationships and social responsiveness, including the
amenities of social intercourse. Not enough people smile on this campus" (p. 12).
*A variation of this is cited by Goffman as "dead-eyeing": "Where
two individuals mutually submit to each other's direct gaze, but do not
ratify the exchange lookings with the ritual of "social recognition. " (p. 71)
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Reik (1963) relates a delightful anecdote about Oscar Levant: "Levant
once told (a friend) that he had encountered a person whom both of them
knew, and had walked along with him, finding him pleasant and agreeable.
The friend expressed astonishment, since this man had always been Levant's
pet hate. 'Well', said Levant, 'you know, I hate 'em till they say hello to
me'" (p. 47).
Perhaps the difficulty in establishing contact is the ambivalence
expressed about community membership in our culture. As Keyes (1973)
has shown us, we all talk about wanting community, yet we have structured
our lives and our possessions, particularly our houses and our cars, to
assure us of our privacy. Since the goal of "community" is that of "being
known, " it would follow that this first step, contact, implies the risk and
cost of possible "becoming known, " and therefore sacrificing one's privacy.
Making eye contact, smiling and saying "hello" imply the possibility of
abandoning, or sharing one's private world. This decision to maintain
one's privacy or let oneself be "known" is implied each time we contact
each other.
Our present move toward a "temporary society"! has consistently
been in the direction of eliminating traditional rootedness and community.
Having cut ourselves off from community and the security of support, we
have only ourselves to protect us from vulnerability. Thus, each greeting,
^Bennis and Slater, 1968.
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each acknowledgement leaves us potentially vulnerable. Bill Coulson (1972),
in discussing his needs for an institutional affiliation said, "It's hard enough
to be yourself without knowing that all you have is yourself. " Thus, it would
seem that we maintain our isolation because we lack the support necessary
to risk increasing our support.
An essential element in the appropriateness and therefore, supportive-
ness of Level I relationships is the existence of some common experience.
This can run the gamut from a shared geographical location (as adjoining
offices) to a shared observation (as weather, accident, etc.). Breaking
into the personal space of another individual becomes oppressive unless the
commonality exists to give the interaction a raison d'etre.
There are definitely cultural variations in this experience and its
requisites. One of the author's first memories of living in Canada was the
extent to which this right of privacy is observed. Waiting on the same bus-
line with the same people for weeks on end did not allow access to acceptable
Level I communication, as it would have in a metropolitan area of the United
States at that time.
A list of the needs and functions inherent in Level I relationships
appears on the next page.
TABLE 1 12
Level I Relationships: CONTACT: Needs and Functions*
Requisite for Support: Commonality
Attention
- Acknowledgement
Response
Information
Mutual Aid (Limited term)
Goal: Acquaintanceship
Level I Communication
*1 am indebted to J. Wainrib-{Friendly)for her reorganization of this list.
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Level II: Social/Functional Relationships
Level 1 1 relationships cover a wide variety of functions but are
primarily identified by their orientation to areas external to the individuals
involved. The functions may cover the shared experiences of work or play,
with the goal of the experience providing the primaiy focus. Generally, the
limits of the relationship are clearly circumscribed and rarely reach a
level of intimate sharing.
There is a wide range of duration at this level, from those which are
totally interchangeable to those which may last a lifetime. Often functions
during the longer lasting relationships are ritualized and regular, (a weekly,
monthly or annual meeting, for example).
In contrast with Level I relationships, Level II relationships assume
a history or the creation of one, and the time of the actual interaction as well
as the overall duration are, as such, much longer than that at the Contact
level. (It is interesting to note that Goffman cites this difference between
’’anonymous relations" and "anchored relation^'). Often, Social/Functional
relationships are those that are found and legitimatized by work situations,
which have both a clearly circumscribed parameter and an emphasis on
productivity.
The element essential to making a Level II relationship appropriate
and therefore supportive, is experience of complementarity and mutual
respect. Without this dimension, none of the other dimensions have any
significant meaning.
14
Although the goal of these relationships is companionship/friendship,
this exists primarily at a role level. It is interesting that, although many
people would defined "friendship" as reflecting intimate sharing, many of
the factors identified by Carew (1962) in a factor-analytic study of 'best
friends" are relevant at this level, rather than that of the more intense
relationship defined at Level III.
Because of the rapidly changing, mobiocentric nature of our present
society, the parameters of social-functional relationships are greatly in
flux. There is little time to establish regular rituals, * and work relationships
emphasize interchangeability. Nevertheless, there is great emphasis through
all the cultural media on doing things in the company of others, and people
seem to feel excluded from the mainstream of society unless they are in
couples or groups. From nursery school on, we train our children to be
group members. (I remember the day when my then-3 year old reported,
with great disdain, that "Michael was not a coroborator" and therefore an
outcast in nursery school.) The "loner" is a pariah in our group-centered
culture: support at this level seems heavily culturally reinforced as essential
to prevent culturally-stimulated loneliness . So we broaden the definition of
*Litterer (1974a) has suggested that, precisely because of the
mobiocentric nature of our society, a system of rituals, with a common
symbol language, would provide considerable ease in signalling the level of
relationship needed in establishing oneself in a new community. No doubt,
after our model has achieved sufficiently wide circulation, this system will
establish itself.
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"friend," and, as Keyes says, "The less intimate our friendships become the
more we seek "friends"—any kind of friends—friends in bars, friends in
clubs, friends at meetings or in bed. " But a true friend, in the Carole King
sense of "Winter, spring, summer or fall, any time you need me just call" (1971)
is someone with whom we would share a validation relationship. When a
Level II relationship is broken, there is sadness and anger, but the under-
standing exists that an adjustment, and a replacement can be made.
TABLE 2
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Level II Relationships: SOCIAL/FUNCTIONAL: Needs and
Functions
Requisite for Support: Complementarity, mutual respect
Admiration, esteem recognition
Measurement of competence
Group membership - Community - Inclusion - Affiliation
Warmth
Reinforcement
Appropriate Self Disclosure
Feedback on Role Behavior
Task Accomplishment
Shared Activities
Intellectual
Stimulation Social
Other (Humor, etc.)
Goal: Compansionship - Friendship in sharing of external experience
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Level III: Validation Relationships
Validation is defined as a relationship which recognizes the core of
one’s existence as a unique individual. These are relationships that are
wholly role-free, truly authentic. They are, of necessity, person-specific
and usually dyadic. Although attempts have been made to enlarge the dyadic
structure, enlargement seems to create the need for restraints in other
dimensions, and, as numbers increase, duration tends to decrease. Thus,
in the Phoenix paper, I wrote, "We create new groupings, we huddle together
in encounters, but these have but a brief half life” (p. 17). Truly functional
"multiple relationships" appear to be rare beyond Robert Rimmer’s fantasies.*
This seems to reflect the vulnerability involved in the great investment of
self which is necessary for validation to exist.
Buber’s statement (1967) ". . . that when he met me he really met
me. . . that he opened his eyes and saw who I was. That he did not confuse
me with anyone else" is particularly relevant here. Someone who really
knows who I am is rare, but that is my operationally defined delineation for
a Level III relationship. Thus, really "knowing" is essential for this to be
a supportive experience. Many "pseudo-validation" relationships exist in
our current society, and these are the subject of May’s Love and Will. (1969)
Perhaps one explanation for this is offered by Hayden (1974): "Day
by day, hour by hour, we misunderstand each other because we cross well-
marked boundaries; we blur the sense of ’you out there' and 'me here'; we
*See particularly Thursday, My Love, 1971.
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merge frequently very sloppily, the subjective with the objective.
. . . We
make of the other person merely an extension of self, either through the attri-
bution of thoughts and attitudes to the other person or by too facile a decision
about his nature after which we go about responding to him as though he were
the character we invented. Or we force him/her into the role of surrogate
for some member of the original cast" (p. 27)
.
What emerges from an analysis of my own Level III relationships is
that although I share different things with different people, what defines
membership in this category is a joint capacity and willingness for a great
depth of sharing, in the presence of the sensitivity to recognize when this
sharing is appropriate. While this depth of openness exists best when one
really knows oneself, and can recognize when this is being superimposed on
the other person, or when one can suspend and transcend oneself and really
encounter the other, Litterer's (1974b) comment that we need others in
Level III relationships to get to know ourselves seems quite valid. Truly
seeing another person, in an atmosphere of support and warmth is the medium
of encounter, and one of themost powerful means for the development of
self-knowledge and growth provided it is reciprocal. Altman and Taylor
(1973) feel that the ’’central layers of personality. . . have stronger 'barriers’
than the outer layers, making them less accessible to others" (p. 54).
Consequently, they suggest that the time of development of a relationship once
it approaches what we would consider Level III would be relatively slow.
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In my list of needs and functions of Level III relationships, I have used
some neologisms", so some definitions seem in order:
Grace is an adaption of Doug Land’s (1972) concept, referred to in the
Phoenix paper: Someone who will accept me as myself regardless of what I
do.
Communion refers to that non-physical intimacy that one can experience
from true encounter or total sharing, verbally or nonverbally. A non-verbal
example would be in playing chamber music, or involvement in a jam session.
In the warmth of this circle,
When our souls touch. . .
This is communion.
Of intimacy, Desmond Morris (1971) says, "the human animal is a
social species, capable of loving and greatly in need of being loved. A simple
tribal hunter by evolution, he finds himself in a bewilderingly inflated
communal world. Hemmed in on all sides, he defensively turns in on himself.
In his emotional retreat, he starts to shut off even those who are nearest and
dearest to him, until he finds himself alone in a dense crowd. Unable to
reach out for emotional support, he becomes tense and strained and possibly,
in the end, violent. Lost for comfort, he turns to harmless substitutes for
love that ask no questions. But loving is a two-way process, and in the end
the substitutes are not enough. In this condition, if he does not find true
intimacy—even if it is only with a single person—he will suffer. Driven to
arm himself against attack and betrayal, he may have arrived at a state in
20
which all contact seems repellant, where to touch or be touched means to
hurt and be hurt. This, in a sense, has become one of the greatest ailments
of our time, a major social disease of modern society that wc would do well
to cure before it is too late.
. .
M
(p. 243).
It is interesting, as well, to note that one of the Hebrew roots of the
word "understood" connotes convenance or connectedness. Connectedness
seems to be the theme of Level III relationships.
Confrontation appears to be a significant medium for the maintenance
of a truly supportive validation relationship. Bach (1974) says, "Authentic
intimacy is rarely polite or mutual. Genuine involvement means that there
are two people openly expressing their unique needs. Because they impact
on each other and impinge on each other, they are also bound to frustrate,
anger, disappoint and disillusion each other. . . Couples who rarely clash
are probably relating to each other defensively and superficially, " (p. 234).
Inherent in Bach’s statement, and equally in all of the behaviors
assumed in a Level III relationship, such as tenderness, affection, love,
nurturance, communion, intimacy, security, protection, sex, etc. , is an
authentic caring, which creates the climate of support.
Because of the significance of this level of relationship, when broken,
significant sadness and a period of mourning result.
TABLE 3 21
Level III Relationships: VALIDATION: Needs and Functions
Requisite for support: Authentic caring, role-free relationships
Empathy
Greater depth of sharing - Deeper level of self-disclosure
Concern
Tenderness
Affection - love
Nurturance
Communion
Intimacy
Security
Protection
Sex
Acceptance of uniqueness; Permission
Feeling really understood
Grace
Honest Confrontation
Personal and Interpersonal growth
Goal: Authentic recognition as a unique individual and
its
implications
CHARACTERISTICS
OF
THE
THREE
LEVELS
OF
RELATIONSHIP
IN
THE
WAINRIB
MODEL
22
cw oH XM
rOX X)
CD X
> X
CD (0X >
o
p
CD
c
•> o
CO X
V
1
P
cd m
G p
G
0)
X)
G 4-i 4-*C
^ O g pCD X o>po XI H H " o P#» E X G id E P CO
S cd 1-a oco
•rH
g
ro id cd
>
cd >
o o
GX CD Ga) <Dp
M «
<dG X o c a. m O H z
o id H E X O <1)o » W G o £ G a)
>> bO > •H i—
i
C/) =
« o
bO rd
c
•H •• CO bC
p
G
m
G
bO P
C O . ^g e c H 0) a CD G •H mX X G id g •H X d) 5 CD rC ^G P 0 p id g P P O CD bO
id c o o x ft) G G G G •H 4hCJ *H s: E-i CO a < H 5 Cm X o
• r> bO _ «>
CO
0)
<D G o G •rH
l—
1
X p O P
•a
G d) (0 •H •HX id co X p > bO
id p X dJ «\ o X G
•H co CO X X p G P •HO p o id G a o COO p p G X * td X ip id bO »p d)
CO G x X > bO X P G O XX V X > X G x) X X O p
HH X •H p p X CD G O • id CD X
id CD P G O G <D X o G 0% G >
iH G X) O O It) ft) ip id CO p p p P X X
CD o •H Id CP X cp B dJ •H X CJ id p
> •H & a. aj CO « bO G G G d) > a
CD P X G 4h G * G d) r* cd Cb idX a P CO X X O G x P d) P r» CO QJ C
G • • *H 1—1 CO X O X o G CO <d O O bO
G CJ S X id p X CO G G QJ X G G GX •H id x p id P G •H dJ B id d) CO X
CO G It) X id G p d> G X •H •O PX CD G G * G P O €\ CD X G id G G <D
O X CD d) E X dJ IP a, d> <d G d) d> a,
CD G P G cd x G P E E B X P P Pb a* E
cp id X a) x p G O O o o Q X G X CD O
CO > W bO IP CO x G CO o CJ w S d) « a
CO
P 1—
1
G id CO
CD G CO
B P d)
CD • •rH X
bO P X PC GX P x) id d) G G
O CD > CD X
rH id X X CD X (D P
CD p £ id i—
1
P C O
> G O G O o d)
CD o X) G x) cd' CO ip CDX CJ id x p ip P
o o > S bo a) CD n)
G •H P G C4 GX X) o •H G CD CD
CJ G CD P CD t—
1
X
>> X X G CD P P X
G CO d) CD G P X
ID IT) lp P G x •H CD
> PQ O CO o = X X)
G
•rH
CD
O
ip G
o 0)
CD •H
CD P' a) G GO £>) B CD CD
G p •H CU X
CD o p X P CO
»H CD <D O G
G G CD O
CD CD X G o •H
Cb P p O p p
X CO £ id
a) bO g CD D,
«% G o > G
G CO X o •H O
o G CO p op CO £ CD n) 0
pi id a) >> B X CD
o p P-. id O <D G
a CO X) CO PC Oi
CJ
•rH
P
CO
•H
G
<UP
cj
id
£
x
o
oX G Gp o 0
n) •rH •HX H >
G a id
Cb c X
o R CD
CP PQ
d> lp
r—1
O CD
G CO
PQ
G Ip
CD CP 0
X X >->
£ X p p
CO G •rH
G G CD CJ
O O E 0
•H X p G
P P CO CP
o id CD •rH
id x > CJ
CD CD G CD
PC PC H PC
CO
G
O
•rH
P X) >,
•rH G bO
X) id G
G CD
O CD G
(3 O P E CD
o G •H
•H >, O P 1—
1
p G CP id
•rH bO IT) CP C G
a G (0 G •rH O
bb •H CO CO •H
o G CD P P
o id CJ G CO O
CD X CD O O E
PC CO lp o CD
23
"The Porcupine Dilemma"
Beliak (1970) quotes a fable of Schopenhauer's: "One wintry day, a
couple of chilled porcupines huddled together for warmth. They found that
they pricked each other with their quills; they moved apart and were again
cold. . .
" (p. 1). This fable does, as Beliak suggests, lend itself to the
consideration of human comfort in intimacy. It raises questions of "How close
can we get without interfering with each other?" "How much warmth do we
need?" "How can we live together without hurting each other too much?" Can
we make contact with each other with a modicum of discomfort?
Goffman (1971) gives us an exquisite choreography of the "human-cum-
porcupine":
The initiator exposes himself to rejection and to the judgment that he
is undesirable, which judgment anyone who keeps his distance is allowed to
avoid. . . . The initiator undertakes to be tentative enough and discourageable
enough so that if he is rejected, this can be done delicately, by indirection
as it were, allowing him to maintain the line that no overture has been intended.
And the recipient, when desiring to encourage an overture does so in a manner
that can be seen as mere friendliness should the need rise to fall back on that
interpretation. . . . The initiator will not know for sure that his message has
been received and that what the recipient did was an answer; and the recipient
will not know for sure that an overture has been made. An ambiguity thus
results. . . . not from lack of consensus, failure of communication or
24
breakdown in social organization; but from competent participation in the
relationship game " (p. 207). (underlining mine)
This tentative behavior, reflecting our "approach-avoidance conflict
with our humanity" (Wainrib, 1974) is an essential element in the development
and maintenance of support systems. It is what I refer to as "The Porcupine
Dilemma. " Initially, it seemed to me to be most prevalent at the level of
Contact. However, Wuerthner (1975) has pointed out its relevance at the
interface between each level of relationship.
Since we have defined support as access to discretely different levels
of relationship, levels congruent with our levels of needs, changing the
quality of a relationship, and thus its level, may interefere significantly with
meeting our support needs. Thus, after we have made contact, can we move
easily to the level of relationship necessary for our support, or will that
elicit a show of quills
,
or what humans would experience as difficulty and
discomfort. Can we, ever, allow ourselves the total vulnerability of dis-
regarding our quills and exposing the soft underbellies of our inner selves ?
And, having done that, can we move painlessly back to a functional relationship ?
And if we find these delicate maneuvers necessary, how do we communicate
them to each other? As we change our environment, do we send off signals
to each other? For example, many people with whom I share Level III
relationships when we are alone move to Level 1 1 relationships when we
socialize mutually with our spouses. It is a rare relationship that can
be
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maintained at the same level in a broader, more inclusive milieu, and lack
of recognition of this change can lead to feelings of inadequacy, frustration,
and general lack of support.
This area, then, will be another major part of our investigation.
TESTING OF THE MODEL
In the Preface of this dissertation, as well as this chapter, the prevalence
and debilitating effect of loneliness on one individual and in the clulture in
general have been discussed. I have shown how this experience led me to a
new approach to, and understanding of, human support systems and I have
looked at other researchers’ approaches to the issues of support and support
systems.
This dissertation, born of these roots will report on a study which was
designed to test the tri-level model of relationships and, on the basis of the
data collected, revise, expand, and refine the model. In the course of
accomplishing these goals, we were also examining the question of the larger
application of a model of introspective and subjective origin, and looking at
the issue of the use of subjective experience as a valid basis for the develop-
ment of a general concept.
The study was focused on five major questions. These were:
1. Do people categorize their interpersonal relationships ?
2. If so, do these categories bear any relationship to those outlined
in the model ?
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3. Do people recognize a discrete differentiation in functions and
behaviors related to relationships described as "intimate,"
(validation) "friend," (social) and "casual acquaintance?" (contact).
4. Do participants describe experiences relating to changing the
quality or level of their relationships? If so, has this experience
been described as one of difficulty or discomfort for the participant
or the other person involved?
5. Have participants expressed different kinds of reactions to the
breaking or severing of different types of relationships ?
In Chapter II, the author will review the relevant literature and present
the rationale for this study. Chapter III will cover the procedures, population
and methodology of data collection and analysis.
Results, and the relevance of these results to the questions outlined
above will be discussed in Chapter IV.
Other findings beyond the essential questions, the serendipity yield,
will be discussed in Chapter V.
Chapter VI will cover a general discussion of results, restatement of
the model and implications for future research.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY
IN THE CONTEXT OF THE AUTHOR'S PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
The purpose of this chapter is an attempt to locate this study within
the context of the general development of psychological knowledge. It is also
an effort to synthesize the various streams of psychological thought and
practice which fed into the development of this dissertation and other work of
its kind. Since I am a product of those various streams, I would like to beg
the reader’s indulgence in using myself and my professional experiences as
the medium for chronicalling them.
In the early 1960’s, when I was teaching a course called "Psychological
Theories" to aspiring psychiatrists at McGill’s Medical School, one of the old
proverbs that was frequently used was that "Psychology has a long past but a
short history. " The reason for the short history was that psychology only
started to consider itself legitimate when it became able to indicate some
form of scientific measurement to put it in phase with the "hard sciences.
"
The hypothetico-deductive model, adapted from the physicists became the
major vehicle of legitimization. What psychology was breaking free of, in its
search for an identity, was its roots and origins in philosophy.
In those days, my students at McGill expected me to teach them
about Learning Theory, Perception and Memory; how Hullian theory differed
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from Tolmanian and the strange approach of someone called Skinner. I was
well trained to do that despite the fact that my degree was in Clinical
Psychology.
Actually my McGill training was almost accidental, the fallout of our
move to Montreal. I had always been attracted to the fields of Psychology and
Psychiatry in an effort to understand myself as well as my interactions with
those around me. Before moving to Montreal, I had been involved in some
experiences at the Karen Homey Institute in New York, where I found people
who shared my interests. It came as rather a shock to me, on coming to
McGill, that I would be focusing on incremental learning, drive functions and
reinforcers, and that, in an effort to understand human behavior, the focus
would be on factor analysis rather than psychoanalysis. Nevertheless, it
provided me with what I now see as the kind of solid base which, like childhood
religious training, keeps one from flying off at the whim of any new seductive
fad. But, like religion, its grasp is strong, it makes its followers feel
subservient and evokes their guilt when they deviate. So, if I sound bitter,
it is because I know I have fallen from grace.
The point of this personal digression is to illustrate the state of the
art—or science—of psychology at that period of time. Much of this may have
been situational, because, while it is clear that another approach was
developing in America, it was ignored in Canada.
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When one's primary focus is on the individual unit of behavior, it is
hard to extrapolate to what people like Schutz (1960) Sermat (1973) or
Streisand (1962) have all said: People need people. Luft (1969) has added
that people are afraid of people as much as they need people. It would be too
easy to conclude that psychologists have avoided the issue of human inter-
action because of their own fear of people. Each of us fears people, in some
way, regardless of our professional identity. That is what the Porcupine
Dilemma is all about. But Bakan's description of the Mystery-Mastery
complex (1967), referred to in the Preface, may give us some clue as to the
avoidance of the investigation of interpersonal relationships by most of
academic psychology.
Henry A. Murray had somehow bridged the gap of acceptability
between the academic psychological establishment and the world of human
interaction. As far back as 1938 he wrote Explorations in Personality which
was a breakthrough for its time, emphasizing as it did the "whole organism."
Although he claimed to be focusing only on one organism, his analysis of
needs and presses certainly assumes an interactive stance, and must be seen
as a monumental contribution.
At about the time that I was teaching Hull's postulates, I became
aware of Rogers' Client Centered Therapy (1951)» one of the significant
attempts to reorient psychological thinking. But it all seemed too simplistic
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and unorthodox, and, despite his attempts to validate his work by using
Q-sorts, it wasn’t scientific enough. Efforts to replicate his work at my own
clinical setting were unsuccessful. So I knew about Rogers, but I didn't take
him seriously.
Others whose work was closer to my search were all from the field
of psychiatry.
Sullivan (1947) recognized that "personality cannot be observed or
studied apart from interpersonal situations." Horney's (1945) contribution
to our understanding of neurosis made it clear that human relationships were
the essential unit of study. Fromm (1947) is concerned with the individual’s
relationship to the world, but in no way approaches this systematically.
Erikson (1950) has integrated the "somatic, ego and societal" aspects of
behavior into a theoretical model.
Leary (1957) was a psychologist who attempted to build on all of this,
and took as his basic assumption that "interpersonal behavior defines the most
important dimension of personality" (p. 12 ). But his work was never mentioned
in my training.
Todd (1974) shares my experience of the gross disregard which
psychology has had for any view of the individual within an interpersonal
context. He cites Kelly as one of the rare psychologists concerned with the
interdependence between persons, but notes that this attitude is not widely
accepted by current psychology.
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Schutz (1960) is a traditionally trained psychologist who had the
ability to transcend his past. He postulates that every individual has three
interpersonal needs: inclusion, control, and affection.
When I was an undergraduate at Brooklyn College, I registered for a
psychology course to be given by someone named Abraham Maslow. Unfortunately,
the course was oversubscribed and I was assigned to another section. That
experience, or non-experience, may have altered my life, because Maslow
was to become the forerunner of a breakaway group of psychologists eventually
known as Humanistic Psychologists. His name was never mentioned during
my clinical training, either, but his work (1962, 1969) has strongly influenced
my life. His holistic approach and recognition of the interpersonal aspects of
human needs are very pertinent to this study. Recognizing that fulfillment of
social and esteem needs are the precursors for self-actualization gives this
study a broader thrust. In a study completed in 1974 by Moore and Sermat,
it was found that lonely people are less likely to be self-actualized than those
who are less lonely. So the development of an adequate support system
would seem crucial to complete personal development, and replicates
experiences I described in the Preface.
Although I never converted to the Behaviorism of McGill I spent a
great deal of my professional life being awestruck by their orthodoxy. It is
hard to say when I completely broke free. I gradually developed my own
eclectic style of work, learning as much as I could whenever I could. In the
32
early seventies, I read Carl Rogers on Encounter Groups (1970) and was quite
delighted to see that Rogers was describing exactly what I was doing on my
own. There is an old story about a person who, at the age of thirteen is
convinced of her fathers ignorance; at twenty she is amazed to discover how
much her father has learned in so short a time. I guess that was very
much how I reacted when I rediscovered Rogers, and spending some time at
his LaJolla Program put me in touch with the mainstream of the Humanistic
Psychology movement which felt very close to where I had moved in my own
life philosophy. Psychologists call that "readiness. "
What Humanism gave me was the permission to accept myself as a
valid human being. The experimental orientation of my clinical training had
made me feel that, without a control group or a validation sample, information
had no value. Humanism accepted me without further validation. It gave me
the freedom to attempt to produce this study without a control group in the
hope that some information of value will emerge nonetheless.
By the time I was ready for humanism I discovered that many
psychologists had gotten in touch with their roots in philosophy. Once the
psychologists had reestablished contact with their philosophical origins, they
were able to consider concepts like "love," "meaning," "identity,"
"commitment" and "personal growth" as having a validity as significant as
"drive functions" and "reinforcers. " And the newly discovered ( or rediscovered)
concepts exist only in an interpersonal milieu: one can not measure increments
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of love without a love-object. So the fact that people do need people was
becoming legitimatized. Once this happened, a great deal of work emerged
in a short period of time. It was almost as if once that contact was made a
certain synergistic explosion occured. I am in no way attempting to write a
history of Humanistic Psychology or the Human Relations movement, but I
will cite those aspects of the two that are relevant to this work or to myself.
Buber's work, I and Thou (1958) with its emphasis that "In the
beginning is the relation. . . " (p. 18) appears to be crucial to much of this
productivity. By 1961, Rogers had published On Becoming A Person
,
and
Moustakas wrote Loneliness (1961). The effects of the Second World War had
inspired Frankl's Man's Search for Meaning (1959), and with the additional
influence of Kierkegaard (1954), and Tillich (1959), the Existentialist school
came into being. May published Existential Psychology in 1961. Interestingly,
his co-author, Henri Ellenberger, was a fellow staff member of mine shortly
before the book was completed. But I was not yet ready for existentialism.
In 1964, Jourard published The Transparent Self , and Jourard begat
(professionally) Landsman who begat Carew. Teilhard de Chardin published
The Phenomenon of Man in 1966, and really brought the field full circle because
his very meaningful understanding of humanity stemmed from a background
that was not only philosophical but also Jesuit. By 1967, there was enough
development in this field for Bugental to publish Challenges of Humanistic
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psychology which covers a broad range of work. And by 1969, the effects of
this thrust were so pervasive that Harvard Business School permitted Charles
Hampden-Turner to write a doctoral thesis which is a rich approach to an
integration of existential and humanistic theory and research in the construction
of psycho-social theory of human development. This was subsequently published
as Radical Man (1971).
Much of this development had its roots in experiences in the encounter
group or human relations movement. Although the origin of much of this work
came from the theories of Kurt Lewin, the first group of this kind actually
was run only after his death, in 1947. The group was run in Bethel, Maine by
an institution which became the National Training Laboratories. Their work
runs parallel to that of Rogers and opened a whole new focus on human inter-
action which was directed at a broad spectrum of the population. But by then,
the rubrick of ’'Psychologists" hardly applied, and the terminology of Applied
Behavioral Science emerged. By 1965 there was sufficient interest for the
emergence of the Journal of Applied Behavioral Science .
Another source of impact on the Human Relations movement was the
presence of Peris (1969) and the Gestalt school. Although as far back as
1935, Koffka was the first experimental psychologist to suggest that the
"psychiological processes. . . which. . . are supposed to underlie the
conscious processes should be thought of as molar rather than molecular
processes. . . ” (p. 200), in work which he and Kohler (1938) did to develop
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the original Gestalt theory of perception, I doubt that either of them would be
easily able to relate that work to the current Gestalt movement.
Most of this review has been an effort to include those behavioral
scientists whose work extended beyond the laboratory into the realities of
interpersonal functioning. Most of this work is still considered beyond the
realm of traditional academic psychology. However, it has been, for me an
essential part of my personal development and the stimulus for the study at
hand.
Some psychologists, like Sermat and Altman and Taylor do seem to
share my interest in the interpersonal.
Altman and Taylor (1973) describe the pattern of movement from
trivial and superficial relationships to more personal and intimate stages.
They describe the consideration of the reward/cost ratio involved in moving to
deeper and deeper levels of a relationship and note that there are variable
end-points of social relationships. However, we feel that these variable
end-points serve specific functions.
It is interesting to examine the concerns of Sermat (1973). Most
respondents to questionnaires attributed their loneliness to failure of
communication, ". . . the kind of communication about personally important
thoughts and feelings, hopes and concerns, with someone they could trust to
understand them. ,T Mere physical isolation did not seem to cause distress.
36
He adds, "The best descriptive statement of loneliness I can come up with
at the moment is that its intensity is proportional to the discrepancy which
the individual perceives to exist between the kinds of relationships he has and
those he would like to have. " This position is very similar to that taken in
this study.
Moreno (1953) whose development of sociometry would assume an
interest in this area, developed a model of relationships which he described
as "the social atom.
"
Although it is beyond the realm of my goal to tackle the sociological
literature, one particular sociologist who has dedicated much of his life to
the observation and understanding of human interaction is Erving Goffman.
Throughout this study there have been references to his Relations in Public
(1971). His sensitivity to the area is beautifully expressed, as well, in
Encounters (1961) "There seems to be no agent more effective than another
person in bringing a world for oneself alive or, by a glance, a gesture or a
remark, shriveling up the reality in which one is lodged" (p. 41).
Berne (1964), another psychiatrist, wrote about the awareness of
levels of interaction: "When one is a member of a social aggregation of two or
more people, there are several options for structuring time. In order of
complexity, these are: (1) Rituals, (2) Pastimes, (3) Games, (4) Intimacy,
and (5) Activity which may form a matrix for any of the others" (p. 19 ).
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His somewhat pessimistic conclusion, however, is that few people experience
more than 15 minutes of true intimacy in a lifetime.
Weiss (1969) defines five groups of needs that make up equivalent
functional relationships. The five functions are: (1 ) intimacy— relationships
that provide for effective emotional integration; (2) social integration-
relationships in which experiences, information and ideas are shared;
(3) nurturant relationships through which care and responsibility for another
person are provided; (4) reassurance of worth— relationships that attest to a
sense of competence; (5) assistance and guidance— relationships that provide
services for the individual.
Caplan (1974), in what amounts effectively, to a restatement of
Weiss' position, says: "People have a variety of specific needs that demand
satisfaction through enduring personal relationships, such as for love and
affection, for intimacy that provides the freedom to express feelings easily
and unselfconsciously, for validation of personal identity and worth, for
satisfaction of nurturance and dependency, for help with tasks and for support
in handling emotional relationships" (p. 5).
Caplan has also ably documented both the need for and the effect of
developing support systems as an antidote to the rapid social changes which
have taken people out of their normal environments. He cites Cassell's
wort to demonstrate that suffering at both the physiological and psychological
levels can result from a lack of proper support. Halpem (1974) has applied
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Caplan's theory to a contemporary crisis situation and further developed his
concepts
.
Todd (1974) comments that the field of organizational theory has been
the source of some important developments in an awareness of interpersonal
interdependence. He adds, however, that the emphasis here has been
primarily in using this data for the benefit of management, and has produced
a very limited view of the impact of organizational life on peoples' experience
outside of (these) areas" (motivation for economic gain) (p.
Bennis (1968) notes that "the real desire for relationships in business
has little to do with the profit motive per se, although it is often the rationale
for so doing. The real push for these changes stems from the need, not only
to humanize the organization but to use it as a crucible for personal growth
and the development of self-realization. "
Another organizational theorist who appears to have gone considerably
beyond Bennis in the recognition of the importance of interpersonal support in
this area is Litterer (1974c). He has identified two groups of needs which are
inherent in all support groups. He labels these identity (which includes areas
of validation, worth, love, intimacy, freedom to express oneself, nurturance,
etc.) and competency (which measures questions of achievement, impact on
others, etc.).
Todd (1975) uses two similar concepts in his definition of support
needs. These are instrumental and nurturant.
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Much of the interest in, and research on support networks appears in
the sociological literature. This has, however, been well and amply
documented recently by a number of more interdisciplinary-minded psychologists,
namely Tolsdorf (1974) and Todd and Silver (1974). The latter have produced
^ Bibliography on Social Support and Personal Community which is very broad
in scope and which extends beyond the concerns of this study. In addition,
by the time this dissertation is completed, they will have presented a
symposium on research on support systems to the 1975 meeting of the American
Psychological Association.
The emphasis in Todd’s work as well as the bulk of the sociological
research on which it is based, is primarily on support relationships as a
system. As such, it emphasizes their structural and morphological aspects.
Our emphasis in this study, however, is on the internal qualitative
characteristics of relationships. As such it most closely approximates
Craven and Wellman’s (1973) concept of the "personal community," a concept
originally identified by Henry (1958). This concept is, in turn, similar to the
'primary order zone" identified by Barnes (1972).
Craven and Wellman (1973) have made some generalizations about
interpersonal network structures and their implications. They say, "Relatively
dense networks are generally small, and the linkages among the members are
quite strong. People in this kind of network usually know each other very
40
well, share interests in common, and often tend to be similar in social
attributes such as ethnicity, lifestyle, and socio-economic status. Loosely-
knit networks tend to be large and their members less deeply involved with
one another. In the place of a small and relatively homogeneous group of
very close friends, we tend to find a proliferation of quite different people,
who have varying interests and enthusiasms but who know and remain in
touch with one another. . . . Large, loosely-knit networks appear to expedite
access to tangible resources, while dense networks with strong ties expedite
access to more intangible, emotional resources *' (p. 74) (emphasis mine).
However, Craven and Wellman add that ’’The notions of purely
dense or loosely-knit networks take on more of the status of ideal types than
of accurate descriptions of the world, as we inquire more closely into the
various processes involved. It is probable that few urbanites are members
of networks that can exclusively be characterized as either tightly knit or
loosely knit, and most are members of many networks" (p. 74).
The Tri-Level Model implies the necessity for access to and integration
of the two "ideal types" of network. It assumes that each individual has the
need for some of the resources implied in the functions described above as
related to the two different types of networks. It would seem then, that the
approach used in this study is in closer contact with the "real world" than the
kind of research done by those whose main concern is the definition of
patterns
of networks.
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Thus, while the studies of networks as such are of interest from an
academic point of view, knowledge of their content, and awareness of what
"makes them tick," the kind of information we have sought in this study, would
appear to be of greater potential for applications to real-life situations.
Slater, in his recent book, Earthwalk (1975) compares networks with
the old concept of a traditional community. He feels that networks reflect
the individual as he/she wants herself to be seen, by dint of the selection of
network members. Community, on the other hand, forced an individual to
see herself from a broader perspective.
This study, then is seen to complement much of the existing work
in those areas of social science which have been relatively concerned (or
unconcerned) with interpersonal interactional needs. It clearly is a necessary
adjunct to the obvious lacunae in traditional psychology, with its primary
emphasis on the individual response level. Those organizational psychologists
and sociologists who have approached the interpersonal area appear to have
lost sight of the individual and focused more on the system and its structures.
Since my approach is to look at interpersonal relationships from a person-
centered viewpoint, it would seem to complement the work in all of these
fields.
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Summary
The literature is reviewed from an overview of the general develop-
ment of psychological thinking, moving from a concern with the individual
response to an understanding of interpersonal interaction. The author’s
professional experiences are cited as examples of that development.
Interest in interpersonal support is traced from the Humanistic
Psychology movement, through some of the sociological concerns to those of
the Organizational theorists. The approach of this study, which considers
interpersonal relationships from a person-centered viewpoint is seen as
complementary to these fields.
CHAPTER III
HISTORICAL ACCOUNT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE
RESEARCH AND DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH PROCEDURES
INTRODUCTION
Since the proposal for this dissertation presented some unique problems
for research which evoked the investment of considerable time, concern,
interest and exploration both by the author and the dissertation committee,
it appeared useful to acknowledge that investment by documenting some of
that process in this chapter. Thus, this chapter will be divided into two parts.
The first will be a brief history of the development of the research procedures
and the second will be a detailed presentation of the procedures which emerged
from that development.
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT
The previous chapters have described a model of interpersonal relation-
ships which has derived from the author’s life experience. The relevance of
this model to the growing literature in the fields of loneliness and human support
systems has also been demonstrated.
This study was initially designed to answer the following questions:
1. Can the utilization of the tri-level model facilitate an individual's
awareness of his/her internal state of loneliness without the normally time-
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consuming development of much self-knowledge ?
2. Do people perceive differences in their relationships as we have
described them?
3. Can people describe behavior which differs at each level?
4. Can the porcupine effect be detected in a description of relationships
by our sample?
5. If we can detect the porcupine effect, can we also determine
where it operates ?
In an effort to answer these questions, an interview protocol was designed
which is reproduced in Appendix A. A number of interviews were carried out
with people of varying ages in an effort to field-test this instrument.
The first major methodological issue that emerged was the question of
how to validate a model while using it to expand, develop and refine itself.
After considerable discussion on this issue, it was decided, at the
dissertation committee meeting of December 10, 1974, to restructure the
interview so that both validation of the model and its further development
could be covered in the study.
A revised version of the interview protocol was designed, and appears
in Appendix B. This protocol was further field-tested during the Christmas-
January school holiday.
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The next major methodological issue which arose in the development
of this project was the author's insistence on her philosophical commitment
to Humanistic Psychology. Since research in Humanistic Psychology is a
relatively new field, much discussion ensued on the implications of this
belief for her study’s methodology.
The author's concern centered around the need to respect the wholeness
and humanness of the people who participated in the study while simultaneously
meeting the traditional scientific demands of abstract knowledge which would
have implications for a broader population.
As a result, at the dissertation committee meeting of February 15,
1975, certain basic points of agreement on a definition of Humanistic
Psychology and Humanistic Research was reached. These follow:
1. The overall study will flow in a human way, with a personalized
first person presentation that would reflect something about the people
investigated and their interaction with the author. A holistic approach,
implying awareness of the individual as an entity, rather than the sum of
separate parts, would be primary.
2. Qualitative material which directly reflected the individuality of
the participants would be an acceptable medium of reporting.
3. Accepting both the experimenter and the participant as equally
valid, reactive human beings.
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4. Intuitional, impressionistic and symbolic material were seen as
acceptable for the reporting of research data.
At that point, consultation was made with Dr. Charles Rossiter of the
Department of Psychology, Northwestern University, who is Research
Coordinator for the Association of Humanistic Psychology. Dr. Rossiter
applauded the committee's risk-taking ability in allowing the evolution of this
study, and made several concrete suggestions about methodology (see Rossiter's
letter, Appendix C). One suggestion was integrated into the final procedure.
This entailed the use of the participant him/herself as a rater, reflecting the
approach that the subject is the most valid judge of his/her own experience.
This study then was designed to test the tri-level model of relationships
and, on the basis of the data collected, revise, expand and refine the model.
In the course of accomplishing these goals , we were also examining the
question of the larger application of a model (or introspective and subjective
origin), and looking at the issue of the use of subjective experience as a valid
basis for the development of a general concept.
After further discussion of the goals and methodology of the study, it
was decided to focus the study on five major questions. These are:
1. Do people categorize their relationships ?
2. Do their categories bear any relationship to each other or those
in the Tri-Lovel Model ?
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3. Do people recognize a discrete differentiation in functions and
behaviors related to relationships described as "intimate," "friend," and
"casual acquaintance?"
4. Do people describe experiences which relate to changing the quality
or level of their relationships ?
5. Have participants expressed different kinds of reactions to the
breaking or severing of different types of relationships ?
Because the subject matter, the philosophical approach and the
methodology were all experimental in form, the author, in conjunction with
the committee, agreed to produce a mini-study, which would, in effect be a
minature version of the dissertation, based on interviews with three participants.
A full description of this mini-study will be found in another section of this
chapter.
Another aspect of difficulty in the application of the Humanistic approach
was the use of first-person reporting. Members of the School’s administration
had suggested that only material written in the objective, third-person style
could be considered acceptable as a dissertation. However, there are some
precedents for a more personalized approach. As such, it was agreed upon
that the style used in this dissertation will vary depending upon the content of
the areas being discussed. Those purely methodological and procedural areas
which have more relevance to the study than to the author’s life experience
will be written in the third person, in the manner traditional to dissertations.
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However, those areas of personal interpretation or personal relevance will
be handled in the first person, which is more appropriate to their content.
For reasons that may or may not be related to the difficulty in flow of
data within this procedure, the author was, at that point, hospitalized for
surgical removal of blockages to the normal flow of her internal functioning,
after which productivity on this project increased dramatically.
In general, the overall plan of the study was to move from the subjective
experience of the author to the subjective experiences of participants in the
study. This was done through the personal taped interviews which the author
conducted. The interview data was then analyzed by two independent raters.
The same procedure was then followed with the participants acting as raters
of their own interview transcripts, and finally the interviews were rated by
the author.
Since this study was essentially an initial testing of a model, no attempt
was made to use a broad-base sample. The goal of the present data collection
was to refine the model before testing it on a larger sample.
This study then, dealt with a small and select population, rather than
one which is large and random.
PROCEDURES
Instrumentation
The author developed an interview protocol (see Appendix B) which
was used with each subject. Although a standard form of the interview was
used, many of the questions were open-ended which often led to discussions
of related material.
The format of the interview protocol asked participants to inventory
their current relationships. They were then asked for their own categories of
relationships. They were then presented with three levels of relationships,
described merely as "casual acquaintance, " "friends/associates" and
"intimates. " They were asked to select people from their inventory list and
place them in these three categories. All of the qualitative data collected,
i. e. , about functions, behaviors, etc. , relate to the people the participants
have put in these three categories.
Each interview was conducted individually, in a setting of the participant’
choice. There was no time limit put on the interview itself, and, although the
average interview ran for approximately an hour, several ran on much longer.
The second interview with each participant consisted of the author
presenting the participant with a complete, typed transcript of the initial
interview. In addition to the full transcription, certain sections, describing
functions and behaviors for each level of relaticnship, were cut out and
presented separately. It was found that presenting the data separately
saved
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a great deal of time and prevented a great deal of confusion, when comparative
questions were asked.
In addition to the transcript and the specific sections, the participants
were given a rating sheet which appears in Appendix B. Essentially identical
with the rating sheet prepared for the other raters
,
and which will be
described in a later section, the participant's rating sheet had one additional
question. This referred to their own, original categories of relationship,
and asked them to compare those categories with the levels of relationships
defined in the tri-level model. The descriptions of levels of relationships
appears in Appendix E.
The second interviews were quite lengthy. Primarily as a result of
the initial interview, the author's relationship with almost each participant
had become much more personal and intense. Thus, each second interview
took between one and two hours. One lasted for six hours, as various
cognate areas, touched off by the interview experience were discussed.
There were other effects of the initial interview, but these will be
discussed in Chapter V.
Setting
All of the participants in this study were residents of the Amherst,
Massachusetts area. All were, in one way or another, connected with the
University of Massachusetts.
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The University of Massachusetts at Amherst has a student population of
23, 000, most of whom have arrived during the last four years. Rather than
producing an ’’instant community, ” this sudden growth spurt has turned this
college town into a lonely town. The author's impression is that nothing was
done during the period of ’’planned change" to produce a community. People
interviewed reported that they are far lonelier, more isolated, and alienated
here than in any previous academic location.
As the university grew, faculty and staff were recruited by nationwide
searches. This recruitment helped the University to develop an excellent
academic reputation, which attracted students as well as other faculty and
staff from groat distances. The effect this had on their personal lives was to
disturb die natural ecology of support that many people had developed. In that
sense, it is a good example of the "mobiocentric" society referred to earlier.
Implied in this norm of eexcellence, however, is the concept of
competitiveness. Rather than a cooperative attitude of mutual concern and
support, participants in this study reported that they found little if any basis
for significant interpersonal relationships within their departments. The one
exception to this was in the School of Veterinary and Animal Science, the
oldest part of the university, and relatively untouched by the growth spurt.
Since the university provided little in the way of social or esteem needs
for its members, and since there was no adequate medium for communication
of the pervasive feelings of alienation, it is not surprising to find a widespread
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low-grade dysphoria, reflecting, it is assumed, the introjection of responsibility
for social inadequacy and the erosion of self-concept that one finds in the
loneliness situation, and which was alluded to earlier.
This community and its difficulties, which appear to be reflected
dramatically in the personal lives of its members, are the subject of another
study.
Population of the Study
This study is based on interviews with sixteen people, of whom eight were
women and eight men. All were white, middle-class residents of the Amherst,
Massachusetts area, and all connected in some way with the University of
Massachusetts. The breakdown by sex was done in an effort to see whether
sex-role typing influenced responses and to avoid generalizations based on
any single sex.
Half of the populations studied were between the ages of 18 and 25 and the
other half were over the age of 40, actually between the ages of 40 and 58.
The rationale for the age breakdown was that many cultural changes have
taken place in the last 15 years which effect the area of interpersonal
relationships. The group most effected by these changes are those presently
between the ages of 25 and 40. Since those people are likely to still be in
flux in this area, they have been excluded from this study. It is assumed
that, for those under 25, the changes should have been integrated and
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accepted. Those over 40 have, no doubt felt the reverberations and fallout
of the changes, but the assumption in this study was that their lifestyle had
not been drastically effected by them.
No attempt was made to select people from any particular sector of
the university. The participant group consisted of four graduate students,
two undergraduate students, three faculty persons, four student affairs
persons, and three university professionals, including two chaplains, each of
different university religious agencies.
The above breakdown represents the major role classification of each
participant, as reflected in Table 1. However, many of them played many
life-roles and could have been categorized differently. For example: one
of the undergraduates also holds a Student Affairs position, and two of those
listed as Student Affairs persons are also graduate students, as are two of
the university professionals. One graduate student and one professional are
also faculty spouses.
Thus, these participants were a good representation of the "multi-
dimensionality" which was described in the Preface.
TABLE 5
BREAKDOWN OF PARTICIPANT POPULATION BY AGE, SEX,
PRIMARY OCCUPATION
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Sex Undergrad
.
Student
Graduate
Student
Faculty Student Affairs Professionals
( including
chaplains
)
Male
:
18-25 1 - - 2 1
40-55 - - 2 - 2
Female
:
18-25 1 2 - 1 -
40-58 - 2 1 1 -
Total 2 4 3 4 3
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While this breakdown would suggest that the study was under-
represented in male students, it should be noted that three of the males
listed in various other occupations were also full or part-time graduate
students. This, no doubt reflects societal norms, i.e.
,
that men are given,
and expected to have, full-time jobs while they are students. While no
particular effort was made to get a sample representative of all aspects of
the university, the participant population used appears to be representative
of all major university areas except upper-level administration
.
Because the interview used for this study touched on much confidential
material, it seemed logical to interview people who both showed an interest
in the study and who volunteered for the experience. Some people who would
have been appropriate for the investigation seemed reluctant to be involved,
and, respecting their privacy, their reluctance was accepted. All of the
people involved were known to the author before the study, with two exceptions.
It is interesting to note that both of these people were referred by participants
in the study who had already been interviewed.
Data Collection
All of the data for this study was collected in a series of individual
interviews which were conducted during a period from mid-January to August
1975. The interviews were tape-recorded and each interview was completely
transcribed. Multiple copies were made to facilitate the rating process,
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which involved the comparison of several series of excerpts. Each excerpt
to be used in the comparison was separated and presented to the various
raters individually.
Selection of Raters
Raters were then selected on the basis of the following criteria:
Geographical location
Because of the confidential nature of the material
covered in the interviews, it was decided to use raters who had no
contact, geographically or otherwise, with the University of
Massachusetts or with the Amherst, Massachusetts area.
Personal characteristics
An attempt was made to select raters who were
-scrupulously honest
-extremely perceptive
-thorough in their approach
-cooperative and interested in the study
-capable of articulating constructive feedback
about the experience.
The raters who met these criteria and who were used for the mini-
study were closely related to the author. Since there was some question
about possible contamination of the data, these raters trained
another pair
of unrelated persons for the actual study itself.
Rating; Procedure
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Rating of interviews was done by
!•
r
^wo independent raters, one male and one female
2. The original participant
3. The author
Each rater was given a packet containing
1. Instructions for rater (see appendix F)
2. Directions for Level Classification (see appendix E)
3. A complete transcription of each interview, except
in the case of the participants
,
who received only
their own interview
4. A copy of pertinent sections of the interviews which
had been coded and cut up into separate sections for
easier access
5. A rating sheet for each interview (see appendix I)
Each rater received this material independently. The author’s ratings
were not seen until all of the other ratings were complete to avoid
contamination in discussions with the raters.
The goal of the rating process was to determine the degree of agreement
on the major points covered in this study. After all of the ratings were
completed, inter-rater reliability was calculated for each question.
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Questions on the rating sheets relate directly to those outlined in
Chapter I and in the first section of this chapter. The questions, and the
manner in which they were translated into data for the research follow:
1. Do people categorize their interpersonal relationships ?
In the interview, the participant was initially asked to inventory all of
his/her relationships. When this was completed, hc/shc was asked if she
felt that she related to all of the people in the same way, and if not, how she
would categorize her relationships. This is question B on the questionnaire.
The rater is asked to look at this answer, which is the segment of the
interview coded (1) and answer either "yes" or "no" to question 1 on the
rating sheet.
2. Do the categories used by participants (a) bear any relationships
to each other, and (b) bear any relationship to those in the Tri-Level Model?
Data for this question was collected by asking the participants to specify their
own categories.
The author will present the categories produced by participants with
a frequency count for each category.
2(b). Relationship of participants categories to the Tri-Level Model
During the second interview, participants were asked to identify those
categories that they had mentioned initially. They were then given a
description
of the Tri-Level Model ("Instruction for Level Classification,
Appendix I'.).
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They were asked to check off the level in the Tri-Level Model which they felt
best described their category. If none of the levels in the Model applied,
they were told to check "None. "
An analysis was made of the labels used by participants for their own
categories and the relationship between these and the level descriptions in
the author’s Tri-Level Model.
For those participants who were unable to participante in the second
interview, the author will present those categories of relationships which the
participants used to identify "casual acquaintances," "friends," and "intimates,"
during the initial interview.
3. Do people recognize a discrete differentiation in functions and
behaviors related to relationships described as "intimate," "friend," and
"casual acquaintance?"
Question C on the interview schedule is in three parts. The first part
relates to behaviors associated with people in each of the groups mentioned.
All responses relevant to this issue are coded 2-B-C (casual), 2-B-F (friend)
or 2-B-I (intimate). On the rating sheet, the rater is asked to compare each
of these responses and to indicate their judgment of similarity or difference
on a continuum which runs from Very Similar to Totally Different. Example
of comparison of behaviors uniformly judged by all raters as "5" totally
different appears in Appendix G.
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The second part of question C relates to the functions or needs served
by people in each of these three groups. All responses relevant to this issue
are coded 2-N-C, 2-B-F, or 2-N-I. The rater was again asked to compare
each of these responses and to indicate her judgement of similarity or
difference on a continuum which runs from "Very Similar” to "Totally
Different. " Examples of comparison of functions appears in Appendix H.
In addition, the raters were given definitions of the levels delineated
in the Tri-Level Model as well as descriptions of functions and behaviors
of the three levels of relationship. The rater was then asked to categorize
the descriptions of "casual," "friend," and "intimate" in terms of how closely
they do or do not fit the descriptions in the Tri-Level Model.
Analysis of the material in this section will allow us to see
(a) Whether participants delineate a difference in functions and
behaviors related to relationships described as "friend," "intimate," or
"casual acquaintance.
"
(b) If there is any congruence between the functions and behaviors
described in the above categories and those proposed in the Tri-Level
Model.
4. Do people describe experiences which relate to changing the
quality or level of their relationships? If so, is this experience described
as one which causes difficulty or discomfort?
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Question E on the interview schedule was a series of questions designed
to get at this area. They are: Do the relationships always stay the same
for you? If they vary, what causes the change? How is this communicated?
Do you feel that a relationship moves from one level to another ? How does
this feel ? In what direction does the movement take place ? Is there any
difference in how this feels ?
All of the material produced in response to these questions was coded
"3” on the interview transcription. The rater was asked to read this material
and to answer "yes” or "no" to the questions: (a) Does this person describe
experiences which relate to changing the quality or level of any of his/her
relationships ? (b) If so, is this experience described as one of difficulty
or discomfort?
5. Have participants expressed different kinds of reactions to the
breaking or severing of different types of relationships ?
Question F on the interview schedule directly asks the participant how
she would feel if relationships were broken with individuals in the three
categories mentioned above. All of the responses to these questions are
coded "4" on the interview transcript. The rater is asked to answer "yes"
or "no" to the question: Does the respondent express different reactions
to the breaking or severing of different types of relationships ?
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THE MINI-STUDY
Purpose
After some of the interviews had been completed it was decided to do
a trial run of analysis in order to
1. Develop a selection procedure and training program for raters
2. Develop and test out the rating scheme
3. Refine the instructions for raters and the method of
analysis of data
4. Develop a method of inter-rater reliability
5. Test out the process of reporting the results of the
analysis of data
6. Test out the method of reporting the conclusions
Method
In order to accomplish these goals, three interviews were transcribed
and coded for rating according to the coding scheme described in a previous
section. A draft of the rating sheet was developed to clarify the method of
collecting data described in that section. In addition, a new clarified version
of the general description of levels of interaction, and functions and behaviors
of relationships in the Tri-Level Model was drawn up. All of this material
appears in the Appendix,
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Raters were selected by the same criteria as described in the previous
section.
Each rater was then given a packet containing
1. Instructions for raters
2. Directions for Level Classification
3. Interview transcriptions for interviews with
participants Al, Bl, and A4.
4. A rating sheet for each interview.
Verbal discussion with each rater was kept minimal prior to their
attempting the task, so that the effectiveness of the instructions could be
seen.
After the raters had scored the interview protocol, a feedback session
was held with the author, covering all aspects of their experience with the
materials. The results of this feedback session were incorporated into the
design of the final rating instrument. Thus this process was simultaneously
part of the training session for the raters as well as a means of improving
the instrument.
At the same time, the author went through the rating process herself,
Her results were then compared with those of the two raters.
For the purposes of the mini-study the transcriptions were not returned
to the original respondents for scoring.
All of the statod goals wore achieved in tho course of the mini-study.
Rators analyzed tho instruction sheets and tho method of rating before
attempting to use them. They mado several very helpful suggestions about
the instructions and the rating method. These suggestions wore incorporated
into the instructions and rating sheets which were then used for the mini-study.
In order to avoid contamination, the author's own ratings were not done until
the raters had completed theirs.
In addition, in communication with the committee, it was decided to use
raters who wore not related to the author, as tho original set had been. The
same criteria were used for the second selection. The second group of raters
were trained by the first sot, rather than by the author, and wore usod for
the actual study. This process of clarification and refining of the approach
was valuable for tho structure of tho overall study.
When the rating process of tho mini-study was completed, the author
wrote up the results and conclusions, to complete the purpose of the exercise.
ANALYSIS OF DATA
After each transcript was analyzed by two external raters, and the
author, each participant road and rated his/her own transcript on the thirteen
measures for rating. (See appendix D.)
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This data was then analyzed by computing an overall inter-rater
reliability according to the method developed by Guilford. A further analysis
was done by computing an inter-rater reliability by this same method for
each of the questions on which the rating was based.
Data was further broken down so that a mean rating was computed
for each set of comparisons involved. Further analysis allowed the data to be
presented so that a separate mean rating could be presented representing
the mean rating of the external raters, the mean rating of the author and the
mean rating of the participants for each question.
A qualitative analysis was carried out in which the author presented
the responses of the participants to each of the questions and then abstracted
the major themes from each set of responses.
For those items on which the raters answered "yes" or "no" rather than
with a quantitative rating, data was analyzed by both percentage of agreement
and inter-rater reliability. Direct quotations were used for qualitative
presentation of material.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
Introduction
The data for this study was collected in an effort to answer several
key questions about the Tri-Level Model of Support which was described
in Chapter I.
The questions that this study addressed itself to were:
1. Do participants categorize their relationships ?
2. Do the categories used by participants (a) bear any relationship
to each other and (b) bear any relationship to those in the
Tri-Level Model ?
3. Do people recognize a discrete differentiation in functions and
behavior related to relationships described as "intimate,"
"friend" and "casual acquaintance?"
4. Do people describe experiences which relate to changing the
quality or level of their relationships ?
5. Have participants expressed different kinds of reactions to
the breaking or severing of different types of relationships ?
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This chapter will present the results of this study which respond to
these questions. Chapter V will present additional findings which are not
necessarily related to these key questions.
Data Base
In order to arrive at the data base for these results the interview
transcripts were handled in two ways. Each transcript was read by two
external raters and the author and rated on 13 separate measures. In
addition, each participant read and rated his/her own transcript on each of
these 13 measures. Three of the participants were not available for this
rating procedure. Thus, 13 transcripts were rated by 4 raters on thirteen
separate measures, and 3 transcripts were rated by 3 raters on the same
thirteen items. This procedure produced 793 ratings which form the data
base for this study. The overall inter-rater reliability on all 13 measures was
.90.
Results
Categories
The first question this study was designed to answer was: "Do
participants categorize their interpersonal relationships?" Data for this
question was collected by asking each participant to list his/her relationships.
He/she was then asked: "Do you relate to all of these people the same way?"
If the answer was negative, she was then asked, "Do you have
categories of
relationships? If so, what are they?"
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Responses to this question were coded "1" by the author. All those
involved in the rating process were then asked: "According to the data in
the section marked 1, does this participant (do you) categorize his/her
relationships in any way?" Response was either yes or no.
Table 6 presents the judgments of raters, participants and author
to this question.
TABLE 6
JUDGMENTS OF ALL RATERS TO QUESTION ONE:
DOES PARTICIPANT CATEGORIZE HIS/HER RELATIONSHIPS?
Percentage of Judgments
of Yes
Percentage of Judgments
of No
Inter- rater
reliability
100 0 1.0
Judgments of all raters were in complete agreement that all participants
responded that they do categorize their relationships.
2. "Do the categories used by participants (a) bear any relationship
to each other, and (b) bear any relationship to those in the Tri-Level Model ?"
Data for this question was collected by asking the participants to specify each
of the categories they use when describing their own interpersonal relationships.
Categories used by participants appear to cover a fairly broad
spectrum. In Table 7, these categories have been presented with an attempt
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TABLE 7
CATEGORIES SPONTANEOUSLY PRODUCED BY
PARTICIPANTS (GROUPED BY AUTHOR)
Work-based Relationships
Counseling
Business
Faculty o r colleagues 5
Students and "special students" 5
Professors or doctoral committees 3
Personal Relationships
"Friends" 10
Socializing/personal
Closeness/personal 3
Nuclear Family 9
Family of origin or extended family 2
"Significant people"
Intimates 4
"Great sharing"
Neighbor
Old F riends 2
"Friends that live with us"
Men's group
Girlfriend
Lovers
Other Relationships
Casual 3
Service
Political contacts
Buddies
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made by the author to group responses. Wherever the frequency of a category
exceed ”1" it is so noted.
2(b). Relationship of participants' categories to the Tri-Level Model.
During the second interview, participants were asked to identify those
categories that they had mentioned initially. They were then given a description
of the Tri-Level Model ("Instruction for Level Classification, Appendix E).
They were asked to "check off the level in the Tri-Level Model which they felt
best described their category. " If none of the levels in the Model applied,
they were told to check "None. "
All participants were able to relate their own categories to those
described in the Tri-Level Model. Seventy-seven percent of the participants
used all three levels of the Tri-Level Model to identify their own categories.
Twenty-three percent of the participants used only two levels, omitting
Level I.
Participants located their categories of relationship within the Tri-
Level Model during the second interview, at the same time that they rated
their transcripts. Thus, those three participants who were unable to rate
their transcripts were also unable to identify the relationship shown in Table
8. However, during their initial interview, each of these participants identified
groups of people as either "casual acquaintances, " "friends, "or "intimates.
"
The author extrapolated this data from their transcripts.
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TABLE 8
PARTICIPANTS’ LOCATION OF THEIR CATEGORIES OF
RELATIONSHIP WITHIN THE TRI-LEVEL MODEL
LEVEL I LEVEL II LEVEL III
Casual
Acceptance
Initial meeting
and exchange of
information
Work based
Friends
Reciprocity, mutual
exchange
Counseling
Intimates
Great sharing, trust
Socializing/personal
Service business/professional closeness; very intimate
personal peers, men's
group
Friend
Friends-not as close
Neighbor
Students
"Middle"
Colleagues
Friends, son, husband
Family of origin
Colleagues, committee
friends
"Significant people"
Close
Very close friends
Intimate friend
Nuclear family
Intimates
Acquaintances
potential intimates
Casuals
Faculty (task rel)
Buddies (avocational rel)
Family (life rel)
Students (personal
with whom share personal
matters)
Extended family
friends
Family—Inhouse
—
out-house
Friends lived in our house
Town government
affairs
’’casuals"
Work supervisor
Professional
Colleagues
Doctoral Committee
Wife, children
Wife, children
Men's group
Old friends
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Table 9 lists those groups identified by participants as "casual
acquaintances," "friends," and "intimates" during the initial interview.
TABLE 9
GROUPS IDENTIFIED AS "CASUAL ACQUAINTANCES,"
"FRIENDS," OR "INTIMATES" IN TRANSCRIPTS
OF 3 PARTICIPANTS NOT PREVIOUSLY REPORTED
Casual Friend Intimate
Acquaintances Political friends, in
(same movement)
Lovers, old friends
Work associates Family Very close friends
Professors, relatives, Friends, roommates girlfriend
Ex high school friends Students, special Wife, children
Students—regular men friends Women friends
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Behaviors and Functions
The second question this study was designed to answer was, "Do
participants make a discrete differentiation in functions and behaviors related
to relationships described as "intimate," "friend" and "casual acquaintance?"
For purposes of this study, "functions" and ’behaviors" are defined
as follows:
Behavior is an observable action which occurs in response to a
stimulus, or is an observable stimulus which initiates a response.
Function is defined in two ways. The first, is an internal state
reflecting the need, motivation or drive related to a behavior or experience
which may be proactive or reactive. The second definition is as a description
of the way in which people in different types of relationship are expected to
perform. As such, it reflects a contextual purpose: it represents the means
of fulfilling needs in interpersonal terms, and, although observable, reflects
both expectations of interpersonal response and a means of need-fulfillment
through interpersonal interaction.
During the initial interview, each participant was asked to select
people from their inventory of relationships who would fall into each of the
following categories: (a) casual acquaintance, (b) friend (neither casual nor
intimate), (c) intimate.
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Behaviors
In order to determine the behaviors associated with each of these
types of relationships, each participant was then asked, ’’What kinds of
things, activities, would you engage in—or how would you experience, (a) the
intimates, (b) the friends, (c) the casual acquaintances?"
After the interview was completed and transcribed, the author marked
the sections which corresponded to this question as follows:
2BC—for behaviors associated with casual relationships
2BF—for behaviors associated with friend relationships
2BI—for behaviors associated with intimate relationships
Raters and the participant were then given the full interview transcription
with these sections marked in the margin, for judgment. In addition they were
given separate pages with each of these sections transcribed separately. All
of those involved in the rating process (external raters, author and participant),
were asked to look at the three delineated sections for a series of comparisons.
Three sets of comparisons were set up, so that each level could be
compared with each other level.
Behaviors associated with intimates were compared with behaviors
associated with casuals (2BI with 2BC).
Behaviors associated with casuals were compared with behaviors
associated with friends (2BC with 2BF).
Behaviors associated with friends were compared with behaviors
associated with intimates (2BF and 2BI).
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Judgments of similarity or difference in the content of each pair of
comparisons was made using a five-point scale on which "1" represented
"completely similar, " and "5" represented "totally different. "
An example of a comparison of behaviors uniformly judged by all
raters as "5", "totally different" has been shown in Chapter III.
Results tabulated in Table 10 indicate that a comparison of the
behaviors ascribed by participants to casual acquaintances and intimates
were found by all raters to have a mean rating of 4. 7, indicating that they
were seen as close to "totally different. " Inter-rater reliability here was
high, .94.
TABLE 10
MEANS AND INTER-RATER RELIABILITY OF JUDGMENTS OF
SIMILARITY OR DIFFERENCE IN PAIRED LEVELS OF BEHAVIORS
Behaviors Compared Mean Rating Inte r-Rater
(all raters) reliability
Casual and Intimate 4.7 .94
Casual and Friend 3.3 .79
Friend and Intimate 3.8 .76
A comparison of the behaviors ascribed by participants to casual
acquaintances and to friends were found by all raters to have a mean rating
of 3.3, indicating a slight tendency toward difference but primarily reflecting
the heterogeneous, disparate content. Inter-rater reliability was .79.
7G
A comparison of the behaviors ascribed by participants to friends
and those ascribed to intimates was found by all raters to have a mean rating
of 3. 8, which indicates some difference. Inter-rater reliability was . 76.
In Table 11, the mean ratings are broken down so that those of the
objective raters can be compared with the participants and the author. This
is an attempt to see whether, by simple inspection, there is any clear pattern
of rating. Since the author was present at the interview, the possibility
existed that her perspective on the material would differ from that of the
objective raters, who never met the participants and whose only contact was
through a written transcript of the interview. Observation docs not give any
clear indication of difference.
TABLE 11
MEAN RATINGS FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTIONS OF BEHAVIOR
AS RATED BY PARTICIPANTS, EXTERNAL RATERS, AND AUTHOR
Behaviors Compared Mean Rating
"Objective Raters"
Mean Rating
Participants
Mean Rating-
Author
Casual and Intimate 4.86 4. 40 4.86
Casual and Friend 3.36 3.25 3.53
Friend and Intimate 3.63 3.76 4.00
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In Tables 10 andll above, a rating of "5" indicates "totally different,"
"4" represents "somewhat different," "3" represents "equidivergent,
"
"2" represents somewhat similar and "1" represents "completely similar."
In general, then, based on these findings, the behaviors ascribed
to "casual relationships" are seen as distincively different from those
ascribed to "intimates. " The behaviors ascribed to "friends" are seen as
somewhat different from those ascribed to "intimates"; and there appears to
be some overlap in the behaviors ascribed to "casual relationships" and those
ascribed to "friends.
"
Qualitative Data
The actual data on which the rater’s comparisons were based will be
found in Appendix K. However, the themes extracted from the data will be
presented here, grouped by age and sex.
Behaviors ascribed to "casual acquaintances"
1. Females under 25
Time limited task orientation or shared activity; service;
unplanned socializing
2. Males under 25
Service; greeting; time limited shared activity or task
orientation
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3. Females over 40
Casual socializing (as in neighbor role)
Limited sharing of experiences
Greeting
4. Males over 40
Unplanned socializing; greeting; shared activity*
Trivial conversation
Behaviors ascribed to "friends"
1. Females under 25
Irregular or occasional socializing
Task orientation
Conversation, counseling
2. Males under 25
Socializing; goal oriented activity; discussion, talk, about
externals
3. Females over 40
Shared play activities (limited). Relationship that is
neither continuous norintimate, but "fun."
Sharing values
Socializing, entertaining
Talk limited in depth
4. Males over 40
Occasional socializing, almost accidental (through marriage)
Shared orientation, values
Socializing (dinner, parties, games, outdoor activities, etc.)
Talk about externals ("politics of the world rather than
politics of the family")
Constructive criticism
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Behaviors ascribed to "intimates"
1. Females under 25
Self- revelation
Sharing life goals, involvement in all aspects of life and
very personal material
2. Males under 25
Relaxing, talking about personal materials
Range of activities from sexual to socializing
Interpersonal exploration, openness
Socializing with personal sharing
3. Females over 40
Caring, loving, hating, giving taking
Sharing a full range of emotions
Self** revelation
4. Males over 40
Reciprocal sharing, affection. Shared spiritual and
professional questing; discipline; accepted informal or
authoritative behavior. Sexuality, talking, life planning,
physical contact. *Discussion
Functions
In order to determine the functions participants associated with
each level of relationship, they were asked, during the initial interview:
"What needs or functions are filled for you by (a) the intimates, (b) the friends,
(c) the casual acquaintances. "
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After the interview was completed and transcribed, the author marked
the sections which corresponded to this question as follows:
2NC—for functions associated with casual relationships
2NF—for functions associated with friendship relationships
2N I—for functions associated with intimate relationships
Raters and participants were then given the full interview transcription with
these sections marked in the margin for judgment. In addition, they were
given each of these sections cut out and placed on a separate page.
All of those involved in the rating process (external raters, author
and participant) were asked to look at the three delineated sections for a series
of comparisons.
Three sets of comparisons were set up, so that each level could be
compared with each other level.
Functions associated with "intimates" were compared with functions
associated with "casuals" (2NI with 2NC).
Functions associated with "casuals" were compared with functions
associated with "friends" (2NC and 2NF).
Functions associated with "friends" were compared with functions
associated with "intimates" (2NF and 2NI).
Judgments of similarity or difference in the content of each pair of
comparisons was made using a five-point scale, on which "1" represented
"completely similar" and "5" represented "totally different. " An
example of
a comparison of functions uniformly judged by all raters as
"5", (totally
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different) appears in Chapter III.
The results follow in Table 12.
TABLE 12
MEAN RATINGS AND INTO R-RATER RELIABILITIES OF COM PAULSONS OF
SIMILARITY OR DIFFERENCE IN FUNCTIONS DESCRIBED BY
PARTICIPANTS IN PAIRED LEVELS OF RELATIONSHIPS
Functions Compared Mean Rating Inter- rater
(all raters) reliability
Casual and Intimate 4.71 .91
Casual and Friend 3.16 .74
Friend and Intimate 3.96 .79
Results tabulated in Table indicate that a comparison of the functions
ascribed by participants to "casual acquaintances" with those ascribed to
"intimates" were found to be close to "totally different" when assessed by all
those involved in the rating process. Inter- rater reliability for this comparison
was very high, . 91.
A comparison of the functions ascribed by participants to "casual
acquaintance" with those ascribed to "friends" were found by all raters to have
a mean rating of 3.16, indicating equidivcrgence resulting from heterogeneous,
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disparate content. Inter-rater reliability here was .74. This position will
be discussed in Chapter VI.
A comparison of the functions ascribed by participants to "friends"
with those ascribed to "intimates" were found to be close to "somewhat
different" with a mean rating of 3. 96, with an inter- rater reliability of
. 79.
Mean ratings were also broken down for a comparison of the results
obtained by the external raters and the participants, and those obtained by
the author. The purpose of this was to see whether the author’s presence at
the interview gave her a different perspective on the material than that
obtained by the objective raters, whose only contact was with a written
transcript. The results follow.
TABLE 13
MEAN RATING FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTION OF
FUNCTIONS AS RATED BY PARTICIPANTS, EXTERNAL
RATERS AND AUTHOR
Functions Compared Mean rating
"objective raters"
Mean rating
participants
Mean rating
Author
Casual and Intimate 4.71 4. 61 4.81
Casual and Friend 2.96 3.46 3.25
Friend and Intimate 3.87 3.85 4.25
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There is no apparent pattern of similarity or difference in judgments
of the material based on its method of presentation. In general, then, based
on these findings the functions of relationships described as "casual" are seen
to be distinctively different from the functions of relationships described as
"intimate." The functions of relationships with "friends" are seen to be
somewhat different from those described as "intimate, " and there appears to
be some overlap in the function of "casual" relationships and "friend"
relationships.
Qualitative Data
The actual data on which the rater’s comparisons were based will be
found in Appendix J. However, the themes extracted from that data will be
presented here, grouped by age and sex.
Functions ascribed to "casual acquaintances"
1. Females under 25
Providing a structure (background to existence); a medium for
behavior including decision-making; acknowledgment
2. Males under 25
Providing a background to existence; information, short-
term help, acknowledgment
Filling a need to be liked
Females over 403.
Providing an ego boost; filling social nml
psychological functions; attention; unsought warmth
Stereotypic, geographical functions (neighbor)
4. Males over 40
Social functioning; admiration, acknowledgments
Shared interests
Meeting a need for superficial socializing
Functions ascribed to "friends"
1. Females under 25
Stimulation, companionship, shared ideology
Providing a medium for helping needs; acceptance in a
limited role
2. Males under 25
Filling need for group membership, shared interests,
social needs
3. Females over 40
Social, emotional, intellectual functions; provide medium
for group membership needs and need for retreat (a peaceful
environment)
4. Males over 40
Medium for goal attainment; medium for keeping in touch
with external, social self; trust; background to existence
Functions ascribed to "Intimates"
1. Females under 25
Create an atmosphere of comfort, continuity
Esteem, value, love, deep concern and caring; the medium
of "becoming," and for sharing problems and goals
Understanding, companionship, sexual needs and emotional
bonding
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2. Males under 25
Companionship, support, the medium for emotional
experience, sex, intimacy
Creating a role-free, judgment-free medium; shared
time and space. Sharing life-decisions, interests, mutual
enjoyment. Killing the need to feel really understood,
tor tenderness, affection, love, personal growth and
confidence.
3. Females over 40
Fill most personal, intellectual, social, emotional, biological
and love needs. Fill the need for security and total acceptance
in a judgment-free milieu; deep caring
4. Males over 40
Provide the medium for keeping in touch with oneself. Affection,
pleasure, sexual pleasure. A role-free milieu, with a "sense
of being in place"; intimacy, financial support.
Provide medium for uninhibited conversation, confidence,
constructive criticism, personal feedback, moral support
for growth.
Relationship of participants' descriptions to Tri-Level Model
In order to determine whether or not material describing both behaviors
and functions, could be used as descriptive of the level defined in the Tri-Level
Model, all of those involved in the rating process (external raters, participants
and the author) were asked to again look at the sections covered by question 2
on the rating sheets. These sections referred to wore marked 2NC, 2BC, 2NF,
2BF, and 2N1, 2B1. They were then instructed to refer to the Level Classification
instructions for the Tri-Level Model (appendix E) and to classify the descriptions
of relationships at each category (intimates, friends and casuals) according to
the levels described in the Tri-Level Model, if this was possible.
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Table 14 indicates tho congruence perceived by raters between the
descriptions of relationships ascribed to "casual" acquaintances, "friends"
and "intimates" with the levels p re-determined by the Tri-Level Model.
Data is reported in terms of percentage of agreement and inter- rater
reliability.
TABLE 14
MEAN PERCENTAGE OF RATER AGREEMENT ON CONGRUENCE
BETWEEN PARTICIPANTS’ DESCRIPTIONS OF TIlEIlt SEVERAL
INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND LEVELS OF THE
TRI-LEVEL MODEL
Participants’ Description
of Relationships
Categories of Tri
Level I Level II
-Level Model
Level III Inter- rater
reliability
Intimates 04 96 .98
Friends 07 93 .96
Casuals 89 11 .94
Although inter- rater reliabilities are very high and overall percentages
of agreement are high, the relationship between I unctions and behaviors
ascribed to "casual acquaintance" and Level I appears to be the lowest linding
here. Although there is 89 percent of agreement even here, this finding would
correspond to the overlap between functions and behaviors ascribed to casual
acquaintances and those ascribed to friends which was referred to
earlier m
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this chapter. This will be discussed in Chapter VI.
Thus, the overall picture of participants’ understanding of their
relationship systems indicates that, while the extremes of relationship are
clearly delineated, the dividing line for "casual" acquaintances and "friends"
is, for some people, quite hazy. This is reflected in the obvious overlapping
of terminology used when participants assigned their own categories to the
levels of the Tri-Level Model. It is also seen in the findings on comparison
of functions and bchaviol's at the three different levels as well as in the mean
ratings of congruence between participants descriptions and those of the Tri-
Level Model.
Changing the Quality or Level of Relationships
The fourth question that the study was designed to answer was "Do
participants describe differences which relate to changing the quality or level
of relationships ? If so, has this experience been described as one of difficulty
or discomfort for the participant or for the other person involved?
During the initial interview, each participant was asked, "Do the
relationships always stay the same for you? If they vary, do you feel it is a
change in the quality or level of the relationship? If so, why ? If you feel that
a relationship has moved from one level to another, is it towards greater
intensity or less intensity ? Is there any difference in the way
you feel about
the direction of the change ? What caused change ? How do you
communicate
this to each other, if you do? How does that feel
?"
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Responses to this series of questions were coded "3" by the author,
and all those involved in the rating process were asked two questions based on
this material. These were:
Based on the material you read in sections marked 3:
(a) Does this person (have you) describe (d) experiences which
relate to changing the quality or level of his/her (your)
relationships ? Response was either yes or no.
(b) If so, is this experience described as one of difficulty or
discomfort to either person involved? Response was either
yes or no.
Results
:
(a) There was complete agreement by all raters and all participants
that each interview transcript did describe experiences which related to the
changing of quality or level of relationships.
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TABLE 15
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT AND INTER-RATER RELIABILITY ON
INDICATION OF CHANGE IN THE QUALITY OR LEVEL OF
RELATIONSHIPS IN INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS
Percentages of yes
responses
Percentages of no
responses
Inter- rater
reliability
100 0 1.0
(b) There was 92% agreement that the experience was described as
one of difficulty or discomfort. Only one participant felt that she had not
experienced difficulty or discomfort, although all of the other raters were in
agreement that she had. In another case, the participant felt that he had
experienced difficulty or discomfort, although all of the other raters agreed
that this was not evident in the transcript. At no time was there more than
one disagreement amongst the raters as to the other cases.
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TABLE 16
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT AND INTER-RATER RELIABILITY ON
INDICATION OF DIFFICULTY OR DISCOMFORT IN THE CHANGE IN
QUALITY OR LEVEL OF RELATIONSHIPS
Percentage of Percentage of Inter- rater
agreement disagreement reliability
92 8 .96
These judgments were based on material described as follows:
Some times we're (friends) and I sensed that some-
thing was going wrong, and we got to be much closer
after (exploring that). ... I guess in the sharing
process, all of a sudden you get the sense that
whether they were taking you for a ride or you were
taking them for a ride—it's apparent that somebody
was seeing things a different way, so you pull back
for a while.
There was considerable indication that changing a relationship in
the direction of lessening its intensity is most difficult.
Sometimes the relationship has started to get very,
very personal, and for some reason it stopped and
went back to being casual. I guess because there
was mutual acknowledgment without saying it
verbally that we weren’t comfortable with each
other—we weren't going to fill each other's needs,
so best to keep the relationship casual. . . There
was no open communication, just the feelings and
sensing the other person was uncomfortable discussing
certain topics so they were never brought up. The
other way, there have been casual friendships that I
have felt so comfortable with that more and more we
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opened up to each other, and they became more than
just working relationships, and afterwards, after you
became intimate friends, you talked openly about the
whole process you had gone through of testing each
other out, confiding in each other. Then, it was dealt
with, but usually, when it’s going the other way, you
don’t discuss it—maybe that’s a sign that the relation-
ship isn’t working, when you can’t deal with the process
openly.
And another young man said,
It’s uncomfortable to admit—to the other person that
things have changed—it’s easy to admit it to yourself—
you’re not taking any chances with that—but it’s hard to
say that things aren’t what they used to be; it's easier
to talk about it when things are moving in— it’s more
difficult from the more intimate to the less intimate
—
it's so difficult to say that things are not as good as
they used to be.
Another young man said,
With my girlfriend, either I have an intimate relation-
ship or I have no relationship at all with her. I don’t
think I could handle remaining a casual friend of hers,
if she went off with someone else.
A young woman said,
If there’s some reason that precipitates moving down
then it’s more of a struggle ora hassel in terms of
relationship— so that we want to move out of each others'
lives, at least temporarily, but moving up seems to be a
gradual process of building trust.
Some described the phenomenon of moving in and out of levels of relationship.
One young man said,
Over time, he and I both got over the fact that we were of
different status (in a movement) because I'd changed anyway,
so at times it didn't make any difference. And then we
really became close friends and we could share personal
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things. Sometimes when we're together we're sharing
personal feelings, and sometimes we're just talking
camp talk, which I think is not personal ... So we
move in and out, at different times. It's nice to talk
about camp because it's comforting, it's like the past,
warm and protected, and if we move into threatening
stuff we can move back to talking about camp stuff,
but if we were to stay only on camp talk our friendship
would be over, I think. Sometimes if (wife) is there
that moves us automatically, because she's not part
of the camp scene. If a third person is there whom
either of us is not comfortable with, we're not going
to continue—at times if a student walks in here and
I'm talking to someone else that I feel warmer and
closer to, I feel myself change. It's sort of like the
old telephone syndrome where you're talking with
someone else and someone is sitting in your office
—
the person you're talking with is warm and close and
they're asking you something you can't answer!
Several older people reported changes in intensity within a level.
One man, talking about his marriage said,
My relationship with my wife is a kind of struggle of
growth, kind of thing. We have an exclusively
monogamous marriage which I find to be somewhat
rare, and there's an intensity and a real need to keep
breaking through.
During the second interview when I discussed the Porcupine Dilemma with this
man, his response was, "I'd rather have the pain of growth than the cold of
loneliness any time."
Some participants appeared to be discovering some of the underlying
causes of these difficulties as they talked. One older man said,
One of the things this interview is making me aware of
is that I don't talk about the nature and meaning of these
relationships enough—it's very hard to talk about a
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relationship that has become less intimate. I think
it's hard to talk about real intimacy in either case-
in terms of taboos—it used to be that sex was a
taboo, then anger, and it was difficult to talk about
hate and rage, and I think the most difficult thing
now is intimacy, to talk about real feelings—even
though we're all pros in the field! We have cliches
about "oh now I'm feeling so close to you" but that's
not real intimacy—it's a technique—the American
way—we manufacture things—mass produce— that's
what made us great!
An older woman reflected the basic difficulty—the pain of emotion
annulled by void.
When one person gets all excited and the other person
thinks you're a dud—it takes it all away from you.
And, I think that people that keep experiencing that
non- return of emotional expression, after a while,
just die inside a little bit.
Others seemed to differentiate between the change as caused by their
own personal changes and those precipitated by the other's changing.
I don't think I make it a point to discuss "I am changed
and you will therefore have to deal with me in this way,
"
but it's more just describing the tilings I've done, what
I've learned from them and how that's changed me— it's a
sort of signal to her that I am a different person and then
my behavior towards her changes. (If no response), it's
very frustrating and it gets me very angry, I mean I
demand to be treated differently.
During the second interview, this young woman said that she had recently been
in contact with the person she was describing in the interview, and her difficulty
at being unable to impress her friend with these changes was so great that she
asked for a copy of the interview to send to her.
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A change caused by another person's different behavior was cited
in a professional relationship,
After talking to
,
a most toxic belittling,
assiduous experience—particularly after I'd had
such a fine experience with him (when I initially
arrived)
— I'd felt him trustworthy—and then this
macbre change in his attitude toward me was the
epitome of corrosion of any support I might feel
working here.
Probably the most dramatic instance of the difficulty in changing the
quality of relationships was seen with one of the young women in this study.
She had made a point, throughout the interview, of differentiating between
those people to whom she gave (care and concern) and those whom she allowed
to care for her. Reciprocity was one of the ways in which she differentiated
between friends and intimates. "A lot of people ask to become part of my
life and to find out and know about me than I’m willing to share with them. . .
A lot more people would want to be suppportive of me and I don't allow it. . . . "
About ten days after the interview, I spoke to this young woman about a different
matter. At that time she reported that she felt depressed and isolated, because
she found that some new personal developments had made her feel the need to
"take more air time" in some relationships. At that point, she found that
The people I need to check things out with don't want
to—no one seems willing to talk through my hassels
—
I showed people that I care about them by responding
and listening to them, but when the time came for
me to ask them to listen, they said, "oh! no!. . .
I’m used to taking care of other people but when I no
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longer make the approach to them no one comes here;
the people I took care of don’t seem to understand
my needs --so I've had to pull back; I’ve seen four
movies this week, alone.
Breaking or Severing Relationships
The fifth question that the study was designed to answer was "Have
participants expressed different kinds of reactions to the breaking or severing
of different types of relationships?"
Data for this question was collected by asking each participant,
"How would you feel if a relationship with an intimate was broken or
permanently severed? A friend? A casual acquaintance?
The author coded responses to this series of questions "4" on the
interview transcript. All those involved in the rating process were asked:
"Refer to the material you read in sections marked "4". Does the respondent
(do you) express different reactions to the breaking or severing of different
types of relationships?"
Response, was either yes or no.
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Results
There was 96 percent agreement by all involved in the rating process
that reactions to the breaking or severing of different types of relationships
would be of a different quality. In one case, a participant felt she had not
expressed differing qualities of reactions, but all the other raters were in
complete accord that she had. In one other case, one rater disagreed with
the other raters and the participant.
TABLE 17
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT AND INTER-RATER RELIABILITY ON
THE QUESTIONS "DO PARTICIPANTS EXPRESS DIFFERENT KINDS OF
REACTIONS TO THE BREAKING OR SEVERING OF DIFFERENT TYPES
OF RELATIONSHIPS?"
Percentage of Yes
responses
Pe rcentage of No
responses
Inter- rater
reliability
96 4 .98
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Descriptive Data:
An interesting facet of the response to this question was the difference
in age groups. The younger sample consistently denied the possibility of
breaking a relationship at an intimate level; they could not understand why or
how this would occur. Seventy-five percent of the younger sample expressed
this difficulty, which will be discussed in Chapter V.
The older sample generally recognized the possibility of breaking
intimate relationships but felt it would reflect on their own competence as
persons. One said,
I think I would be shattered, yes shattered, because
if she changed the way she felt about me for any
reason, other than death or something of that sort,
if suddenly she decided that she didn't want me for
a friend, I think my faith in my ability to have a
relationship with a person would be destroyed.
I'd probably think, well, If B. really doesn't like
me, nobody ever could.
Another older participant said,
I would be crushed, I really would. It doesn't
matter who broke up the relationship—it's 51% or
49% so I'd have some stake in it, and I would
be giving it up or that person would be giving it
up— it's not a veiy nice thing.
One of the younger people who accepted the possibility ol this kind ol
loss said,
I'd be bummed out— I'd feel I really lost something
or somone. It would probably cause me to stop and
recheck what was wrong with me because these
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people do mean an awful lot to me. It could mean that
I wasn’t seeing what they wore seeing or we weren’t
hearing each other—I'd need to figure out how that
happened.
One older man gave a rather poignant description of the continuing
loss in a transient society.
It's just one loss after another I just invest a little
bit less all the time—it feels like there's less of me
to invest—there's some protection there too, in that
so much energy goes into grieving that—well, why
don't I conserve some of the energy by adding a dash
of indifference in all this—I'm like a (patched and
repaired toy glider I built)— it comes down a little
bit quicker, but I'm still flying—scar tissue is not
as elastic as regular tissue.
Reactions to loss of less intimate relationships were much less
emotionally charged. However, one older participant made an interesting
point about severing a less intense relationship.
There's the scar of ending a relationship that was
never fulfilled—it's so much easier to let go of a
relationship that was fulfilled than one that never
got started
—
you never know what could have been,
you know, the unfinished gestalt— it hangs on and
hangs on.
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Summary
Findings reported in this chapter are in direct response to the major
questions which the study is designed to investigate.
1. Results indicate that participants do categorize their relationships.
2. Participants' categories were seen to cover a broad spectrum,
a slight relationship to each other. However, all participants were able to
identify their own categories within the levels of the Tri-Level Model.
3. To ascertain whether behaviors were perceived as different at
different levels of relationship, a series of comparisons were carried out.
A comparison of behaviors ascribed by participants to "casual acquaintances"
and those ascribed to "intimates" was seen to be close to "totally different.
"
A comparison of behaviors ascribed by participants to "casual acquaintances"
and those ascribed to "friends" showed a slight tendency toward difference.
A comparison of behaviors ascribed by participant to "friends" and those
ascribed to "intimates" were shown to have some difference.
4. To ascertain whether functions of relationships were perceived
as different at different levels of relationship, a comparison of functions
ascribed by participants to "casual acquaintance" and those ascribed to
"intimates" was found to be close to "totally different," a comparison of
functions ascribed by participants to "casual acquaintances" and those asciibcd
to "friends" was found to be equidivergent, and a comparison of functions
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ascribed by participants to "friends” and those ascribed to "intimates" was
found to be somewhat different.
5. In general there is a close congruence between descriptions of
"Intimates" and Level III of the Model; of "friends" and Level II of the
Model, and of "casual acquaintances" and Level I of the Model.
0. There was very high agreement both on indication of changes in
the quality or level of relationships and the experience of difficulty or
discomfort in tills change.
7. There was very high agreement that reactions to the breaking or
severing of different types of relationships would be of a different quality.
8. All of this data is supported by qualitative material which is often
very moving and powerful.
Chapter V will report on those findings which became apparent during
the course of the study in addition to those which the study specifically
investigated.
CHAPTER V
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS PRESENTED AND DISCUSSED:
THE SERENDIPITY YIELD
Introduction
Results presented in Chapter IV indicated that the major aspects of
the study had been validated. Participants were shown to categorize their
relationships and to be able to locate their categories within the Tri-Level
Model. Both functions and behaviors have been shown to differ at different
levels of relationship. Participants have reported experiences of changing
the quality or level of relationships and these experiences have been shown to
evoke discomfort; and differing reactions to breaking relationships at different
levels have been indicated.
This chapter will examine findings which are additional to the original
goals of this study.
Webster (1966) defines serendipity as "an aptitude for making fortunate
discoveries accidentally. " In a study like this, which has culled vast amounts
of information about people’s lives, the serendipity yield can be expected to
be rich. And indeed it has been.
This chapter will look at some of the information and conclusions which
have been the accidentally fortunate, but unexpected findings in the course of this
study.
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Some of these findings may have held up to rigorous testing, had it
been applied. Some may not. Since the study was not designed to analyze any
of these additional findings, those which seem most promising will be included
in the section on "Implications for Future Research.
"
By presenting the findings in this way, they will be available for
integration into the overall discussion of results in Chapter VI.
Differences in Age and Sex
Age Differences. An obvious finding here was that the less life
experience one has had, the easier it is to talk authoritatively about relation-
ships. Interpersonal relationships are very complicated, and it appears easy
to emerge as an authority only if one either focuses on a small area or on
one's own experience.
One of the underlying assumptions in the design of this study was that
both the age and sex of the participants might influence their responses. In
Chapter III I said, "The rationale for the age breakdown was that many cultural
changes have taken place in the last 15 years which effect the area of inter-
personal relationships. The group most effected by these changes are those
presently between the ages of 25 and 40. Since those people are likely to still
be in flux in this area, they have been excluded. It is assumed that, for those
under 25, the changes should have been integrated and accepted. Those over 40,
have, no doubt felt the reverberations and fallout of the changes but the
assumption in this study was that their lifestyle had not been drastically
effected by them.
"
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While the study was not designed to investigate it, the aging process,
or as it is euphemistically known, maturity, may also play a part in peoples'
perceptions of their interpersonal needs.
Until quite recently, the two age groups on which this study focuses
would have been seen to be quite different. The first was seen by Erikson
(1960, p. 234) as dealing with issues of identity and intimacy, and the second
concerned with generativity versus stagnation. Recent work, however,
particularly that of Levenson (1972) and Vaillant (1972) have suggested some
similarity in the psychodynamics of the older and younger groups, suggesting
that the older group may be in a period resembling a second adolescence. In
any case, although nothing was designed into the study either to ascertain
specific differences in the age groups or to determine the basis for these
differences, there were notable differences in the two groups. *
One of the striking findings that emerges from an inspection of the
data is that the part of society represented by these participants appears to be
*It is interesting and significant to me personally to discover that I
had overlooked any possible maturity effects in the original design of the study,
a reflection, no doubt of my own need to deny my own aging. I do come to grips
with it from time to time, sometimes intellectually, sometimes poetically,
as in After the Halcyon Summer:
The webs of yesterdays
Swoop over me-
Always in fall, when the cold wind
Seeks the dilating tunnels in my bones.
But in weightless summer
No hand on my shoulder;
No today-
Only tomorrow. . . (1968)
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in a state of transition, moving from one kind of support system to another.
The nuclear family is the key to this transition and these findings may reflect
the changes in the family role that have alternately been alluded to or denied
by various social scientists in the past decade.
Almost all of the participants in the over 40 group listed their nuclear
families (spouse, children) as either intimates or close friends. It is interesting
that many of the offspring of this group of participants are in the same age
bracket as our younger sample. Many of these children are no longer living
at home. Nevertheless, they were included by their parents as significant
members of their personal consellation. (One woman differentiated between
her "in-house" and "out-house" children but included both groups as intimates.)
None of the younger participants included their families of origin
(parents, siblings) as intimates. Only one person mentioned these people, but
decided to list them as friends. All of the others ignored them.
This leads to interesting speculation. If the older group is counting
on their offspring to be their intimates, is it realistic for them to expect these
relationships to be reciprocal ? If they truly depend upon these young people,
and if their own children react the way the younger participants in this study
reacted, then the older people may, in fact, be attempting to hold onto a social
structure that is no longer viable. In a recent interview in Psychology Today
(August 1975, p. 57) Philip Aries reminds us that "We believe the nuclear family
is eternal or at least thousands of years old. . .but. . . it is very
recent. " He goes on
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to describe what he calls a revolt against the family as we know it.
Bronfenbrenner (197^ makes the same point. Aries predicts a form of
society where families will exist only daring the child- rearing years and then
each individual will live independently.
One questions the latter prediction. The younger participants in this
study certainly seem to want to avoid living independently, despite their apparent
disinterest in their families of origin. They seem to be groping for alternatives
and struggling hard with issues of security in living situations which are not as
easily legitimized and identified by the larger culture.
Several of the younger participants have expressed a strong desire
for physical proximity in community living. One young man said, "There
are people that I share little bits of intimacy with but it’s very often not
integrated; I'd like to even consider living in a house with other people,
because I think a lot of intimacy does depend upon shared time and shared space
also. Sometimes I have a need for more people that would be right in there
with my life decisions—and I would be right in there with theirs—there’s a
lot of that with my wife, but I could use more. ”
The need for security is also expressed by many of the younger
participants in the expectation that their intimate relationships will be
enduring. One young woman said, "Knowing that in the long term, someone
knows I was here and will know five years from now—that there's some
kind
of continuity—that's something wonderful for me—to know that
someone else
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has been where I’ve been and will be with me to share it—maybe you would
call it security.
"
Intimacy is highly valued in the yoimger age group. Almost all of
the participants felt that they would like to have more intimates, and many
would like to feel that any relationship has the potential to become an intimate
relationship. One young man said, "With some people it starts out at one end
and goes through all the phases. I don’t think I should cross out the. . .
possibility that the same thing (closeness) might happen with the others."
In the previous chapter I indicated the difficulty the younger participants
had with the concept that an intimate relationship would be broken. Clearly this
is related to their need to maintain these relationships. Initially I felt that it
reflected what Pumpion-Mindlin (1968) refers to as the "Omnipotentiality of
Adolescence"—the feeling that adolescents have that they are capable of
achieving anything. However, in the light of the other aspects discussed in
this chapter, I feel that it reflects an anxiety that something that is so highly
valued and so insecure, that is, their intimate relationships may cease to exist.
I see the younger participants as expressing a real need for a stable,
inner circle of intimates, the kind of thing an older participant referred to as
"a sense of being in place, " when he described his nuclear family. Although
the younger participants represented a broad spectrum of permutations and
combinations of living arrangements, the overall picture is that they are still
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seeking alternatives. Some talked about attempts at multiple sexual relation-
ships as one alternative, but one reported the failure of this attempt. "There
was a point a long time ago (I'm really very young!) when I was involved sexually
with one person and also had a lot of other casual sexual relationships—but
they became too emotionally bonding, and I really began to feel torn and realized
it wouldn't work and had to make decisions about it. . . . Back in the fall a
whole bunch of the people I knew were really getting involved with all these
relationships which were intertwined with each other. Everyone was being
very optimistic—it's cool, we're just playing—we're having a good time—we
all have primary relationships and these are secondary—but a lot of relation-
ships broke up and I'd say that a lot of us were hurt and are no longer so
optimistic about that kind of involvement. It's much more complicated than
any of us realized. "
I have, quite frankly, always entertained a personal curiosity about
alternative lifestyles, at least at the intellectual level. The results of this
study have not been encouraging. While the participants who are over 40
certainly will have to seek intimacies to replace those of their childien, thcii
children do not appear to have come up with satisfactory alternatives either.
Bill Coulson (1973, p. 139), says that "Marriage is where you're stuck with
something and it can turn out to be good for you. " Marriage may yet prove to be
the best starting point in support networks. That it probably
should be seen as
only one important link will be discussed in a later section.
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Sex Differences
One of the striking sex differences that emerged was in the selection
of intimates. Although in general, women were able to select those people
designated as intimates from either their male or female contacts with equal
comfort, only 37% of the men were able to identify other men as intimates.
All others identified women. Of those who were able to name men, it is
interesting to not that two are members of men's support groups (different
groups), and one has had extensive consciousness-raising experience. Others
who have had similar experiences lamented their inability to have relationships
with other men because of the stereotypic overtones. One young man said,
"All my intimate relationships are with women—for me it’s really hard to have
an intimate relationship with a man—maybe the closest I would get would be
,
but I still have to classify him as a friend because he hasn't gotten to
a real point of intimacy yet. I don't know why, maybe it's just the picture of
what a man is supposed to be like—the whole stereotype thing that's messed
everybody up—we just seem to revert back to the old stereotype means of
relating—it's so hard to expose yourself to a man, you just don't get the same
kind of feedback. " This attitude was expressed by participants in a workshop
I did during the past year on the same topic. An older man said, "It's almost
a different psyche that operates when I'm talking to women and when I'm
talking to men. " The reverse picture appears for colleagueal relationships
109
for women. Socializing is clearly seen as a means to professional success
in an academic setting, and this is difficult for an unattached female. "The
fact that I'm a woman has something to do with my socialization at this
institution. At first, I involved myself socially—but I was expected to stay
with the wives.
. . if I stayed and talked with the men, the wives got nervous.
"
This is, then, an important area and merits further study.
The "Invisible People"
In Chapter 1, reference was made to the fact that service people, that
is, store clerks, garage persons, waiters, and others, have become the
"Invisible People" in our society because they are not acknowledged at a
Contact Level.
During the interview, participants spontaneously listed all of those
people with whom they felt they had "any kind of relationship from the most
fleeting to the most intense. " In the course of questioning the participants
about their lists, I was able to determine whether or not they had spontaneously
listed any of this group of "service contacts. "
Findings indicate that, indeed these people are "invisible. " Only 12%
of our participants spontaneously included this type of contact on their initial
inventory lists. During the course of the interview, when it was apparent that
this group was overlooked, I would ask the participants if they had had any
contact of this kind in the past day. I would then ask them how they would
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feel if they went through an entire day in which none of these casual
acquaintances acknowledged their existence. Invariably this led to much
discussion and rather enthusiastic awareness of the importance these very
casual contacts do play in their day-to-day existence. A young woman said,
They do have the potential to shift me from one mood to another— if someone's
nice or particularly rotten it could change my morning.
"
An older woman was quite enthusiastic about this group after they
were specifically presented to her. She said: "God, they're such a part of
my world—they make my day! I do my consumerism in the places where I
get 'Hi!', 'hello'—I won't even bother with people who won't notice me in
shops— I buy my gas from the man that's always nice—he just says, 'How are
you? You're getting a nice tan, etc. '
—
(exchange with author about location
of gas station)— I came all the way down from my home town on an empty tank to
go to his station! I always felt that the service people in our society—the
hairdressers and the gas station attendants and shopkeepers and check-out
girls, really are the therapists in our society—they're doing it all the time and
giving a lot. —When I was very poor I used to go to a hairdresser twice a
month as my treat—not to style my hair but because she made me feel so
good—she knew the names of my kids she could plug into the right things and
I could just go in and talk. . . "
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One older woman bemoaned the lack of this kind of contact in the
Amherst area. "These are very important people for me. But there's not
enough of that, even of that, here in Amherst! It just doesn't happen as much
here as elsewhere. The vegetable lady is distant —she knows I live up on the
hill and she s a towny it just doesn't develop. The fact that we have anybody at
all is rare. I pay too much to have my hair cut at because the woman
there is someone I just love to talk to—she treats me like a friend. The guy
at the gas station is charging us too much for gas but I won't tell him because
(husband) has such a good relationship with him. . . When we lived in
,
I could go to the bar at 3 A. M. and get free drinks— I could go there any time
and be safe, and when my friend had a fight with her husband the bar man
would hide her! Can you imagine that happening in Amherst? A friend of mine
and myself once went for a beer at night hero in Amherst—and everybody looked
at us and made us feel so damned uncomfortable!"
When one of the older men was asked how he would feel if all of these
people ignored him for a full day, he said, "You mean if I bought gas and the
guy weren't friendly and I checked out of the supermarket and the same thing
happened? I assume the effect would be really minimal— I'd assume they were
having bad days or something— I wouldn't take it personally. I rarely perceive
them in any kind of I-Thou relationship and therefore I don't expect them to
perceive me in it either. But I do appreciate it if a waitress or a checkout
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person is sort of forthcoming and that will evoke it in me, or I will evoke it
in them. " During the second interview, he said that, on re-reading the
transcript he felt good that he was able to have both I-Thou and I- It relation-
ships and didn’t feel pressured to have just one kind. Perhaps one of the
values of this group of people is that they can move or be moved from one kind
of relationship to another, depending upon the specific needs of the perceive r.
An interesting factor that evolved from this part of the discussion was
the importance of validation at the casual level. One of my young women
participants, who, although 25, looks like Alice in Wonderland, described her
initial experience in living alone and setting up house for herself. It had been
an exhausting experience, and one which made her feel lonely and "like a
little kid. " She had just settled in and was dragging a huge bag of garbage
outside, when a kindly old man, a total stranger, saw her and said, "My that's
a big bag of garbage for such a little girl. " "At any other time, " she said, "I
might have been insulted, but it was so validating right then, it was just what
I wanted to hear. "
It appears clear that these very casual contacts are an overlooked
support resource, one which people recognize when it is brought to their
awareness and an important area for training when further application is made
of this study.
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Effects of "Unbalanced Support Profiles"
Throughout the study, participants made reference to the fact that
lack of a full range of support caused undue strain on those people who did
exist in their network. Generally, the strain was on those most intimate, and
in the case of many married people, this meant a strain on their marriages.
One woman gave me a poignant description of her loneliness in this community
and felt that it had put a severe strain on her marriage.
An interesting variation on this theme, however, was that of one of
our younger participants who described his reaction to living in a new environ-
ment, "Some of the scary things are that sometimes we get so lonely that we
look to the casual acquaintance to fulfill our needs for intimacy! I know when
I first came to I wanted the person at the variety store to sit and talk to
me a little bit—I wanted to talk with the person at the post office more; I needed
more and these were the people who were most accessible to me. Now, I go to
the post office, get a stamp and leave, but then it was important to exchange
even a few words!" I can identify with this statement, because, during my
"invisible period" here, the checkout person at the Finast was sometimes my
only human contact during a day.
It would be of interest to further investigate the relationship of a full
range of support to specific relationships within the network. This may have
some reflection on our understanding of the increased rater of marital break-
down. Maybe the lonely do get lonelier.
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The Tri-Level Model as Pyramid
One of the impressions that emerges from the study is that the model
may, in fact, be considered as a pyramid. Thus if we envisage the Level III
relationships as the apex of the pyramid, those involved in Level III relation-
ships can easily perform any of the functions or behaviors of the Level II or
Level I relationships, further down the pyramid. However, this is not
reciprocal and people who are Level I contacts can not perform the functions
and behaviors required as one mounts the pyramid, unless the quality or level
of the relationships is changed.
This impression grows out of general comments participants made as
the interviewing progressed. However, in addition to these comments it is
interesting to note that, when asked to locate their own categories amongst the
levels of the Tri-Level Model, 32 percent of the participants indicated that
people at a more intense level could also fill the necessary functions and
behaviors of less intense levels. It should be noted that in each of these
cases, participants used different groups of people to provide data on functions
and behaviors of "casuals, " "friends" and "intimates. " The data produced by
these participants for each of the sets of comparisons presented in Chapter IV
was further analyzed for a comparison with the mean ratings of the general
population in the study. Interestingly enough, for both functions and behaviors,
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the mean rating achieved by this group shows alcss distinct difference in the
case of the comparison of "friends and intimates" and "intimates" and "casuals,"
and a slightly more distinct difference for both functions and behaviors in a
comparison of "casuals" and "friends." This is in opposition to the general
tendency for this study. This data can be found in Tables A and B of Appendix
L and M.
This issue, however, raises the question of whether people who are
able to negotiate the pyramid with less difficulty from its resident porcupine
may in effect simply not recognize the existence of the Porcupine Dilemma:
they may be experiencing pain but lack an awareness of its cause. Thus, until
we have a sensitive measure of the subjective experience of intensity it is
difficult to make any assumptions about the effect of using relationships this
way.
All of the participants who produced this data were women, half from
the older group and half from the younger group. The tendency towards less
distinct differentiation in relationships that are intimate and other relationships
may suggest that women, particularly sensitive women, as this group, inject
a quality of intimacy into all of their relationships. It may also say something
about women’s expectations of themselves and others in relationships. Women
are conditioned to play a variety of disparate roles in interpersonal relation-
ships and to move relatively effortlessly, or at least uncomplainingly, amongst
these roles. This may color their image of interpersonal relationships.
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Since this is speculative, one could assume another stance and suggest
that these people are more secure in their relationships. Perhaps the
Porcupine Dilemma does not raise its quills if all parties involved are
assured that the relationship will return to its original level after a short-
term movement to a less intense level. Or the essential element in this
situation may be some expertise in signalling potential level changes which,
in itself, can create an atmosphere of security.
Perhaps we need to create different models for men and women .
In any case, the possibility of the pyramid exists and has to be
included in the revision of the model.
Summary
Chapter IV reported on the confirmation of the Tri-Level Model as
well as the major questions which the study was designed to investigate.
Chapter V reported on those additional serendipitously produced results
which are of importance to this investigation.
One of the most important of these findings is the degree to which
the participants in this study appear to reflect a transition in types of
support
systems used. While the older participants all reported their nuclear
families
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as intimates, none of the younger participants saw their families of origin in
this way. This suggests that, if the older population is counting on their
offspring for intimate support, they may have to reassess their expectations.
The younger participants appeared to be searching for a stable constellation
of intimates which the older participants appear to have found in their nuclear
families.
Sex differences were also apparent, particularly striking in the
difficulty which men have in establishing intimate relationships with other men.
Women appeared to have freedom in the selection of either men or women as
intimates, but had difficulty in establishing colleagueal relationships with
men.
Another fascinating and striking finding was that casual service
contacts, such as clerks, waiters, and others, are in fact the "invisible people"
that were suggested in Chapter I. As such, they are an overlooked source of
support. Their importance to the participants is clearly and enthusiastically
documented, but only after the participants are specifically questioned about
them. They do not appear spontaneously as members of participants’
constellations except in a minimal number of cases.
The difficulty of "unbalanced support profiles" is also noted. This is
the pressure that is put on existing members of a network when the network is
incomplete. Since this pressure is generally experienced by the most intimate
members of the network it may have an effect on marriage durability.
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Finally, tho possibility has emerged that the model may in effect be
a pyramid, with the most intimate member capable of performing the less
intimate functions and behaviors if necessary. This effect, however, is not
reciprocal and less intimate members can not substitute for more intimate
without changing the quality or level of relationship. Although the source of
this impression appeared rather pervasively throughout the interviews,
concrete data on its existence appears to come from women. There are a
number of speculations on how or why women are able to negotiate the pyramid
with less discomfort from the possible Porcupine Dilemma, which raises
numerous questions for future research.
CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, RESTATEMENT OF MODEL,
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This chapter will be in three parts. Part I will discuss the results
presented in Chapters IV and V. The Chapter IV results are a direct response
to the five questions which this study was designed to investigate. The results
in Chapter V are those additional, serendipitous findings. These will be
integrated into the general discussion. It will focus primarily on those areas
that differed from the original model and discuss possible causes for these
differences. As well, factors that are involved in the difficulties described
in changing levels of relationships and in severing relationships will be
discussed. Part II will restate the model, integrating the results of the
study. Part III will discuss implications for future research.
Part I: Discussion of Results
General Findings
This study has reported on the development and validation of the
Tri-Level Model of human support. Results of the study have indicated that
the model has been established.
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Participants have been able to identify three categories of relation-
ship with differing functions and behaviors ascribed to each category. The
degree of difference in the various categories has varied depending upon the
comparison, and this will be discussed later on in this chapter. The study
also established that people do report experiences of changing the quality or
level of relationships and that these experiences have generally been associated
with discomfort. As well, different reactions to the breaking or severing of
different levels of relationship have been verified. Participants were able to
use the Tri-Level Model both to identify their own categories of relationships
and to identify those relationships which they had described as relating to
"casual acquaintances," "friends" and "intimates" throughout the study.
In addition there were interesting findings relating to age differences,
sex differences, the possibility of ease of movement within the model, the
effects of unbalanced support profiles and the existence of an entire group of
people who appear to be "invisible. "
Categories
The two questions concerning categories were: (a) Do participants
categorize their interpersonal relationships ? and (b) Do their categories
bear
any relationship to each otheror to the categories of the Tri-Level
Model ?
In Chapter IV we demonstrated that participants did categorize
their
relationships. The categories produced were generally quite narrow,
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reflecting the functional role played by the participant in the relationships
(wife, parent, professor, student, etc.).
There was considerable similarity in the approach that many
participants used to categorize their relationships, reflecting these functional
roles. Thus, different participants produced different categories depending
upon the variety of functional roles in which they are involved, but the approach
to categorization remained the same. Since the Tri-Level Model emphasizes
the goal, functions and behaviors of relationships at different levels, these
levels can encompass people who play several significant roles in a person’s
life. For example colleagues, students and social friends can all be placed
at Level II, provided that these relationships all correspond to the functions
and behaviors outlined at this level. Being able to use one level for several
functional categories of people not only validates the comprehensiveness of
the model, but gives people a chance to assess the similarities or differences
in their relationships with the people at this level and, perhaps extract from
that information some important understanding of their own interactions,
needs, investments and other aspects of their support systems.
The greater breadth in the Tri-Level Model appears to have
interesting and beneficial implications. Throughout the project, participants
commented that 'looking at it this way” was a very illuminating experience.
The actual act of inventorying any part of one's life can sometimes have great
significance. This project is an excellent case in point. Repeatedly,
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participants told me that the interview had powerful after-effects. Some said
that they had spent many hours discussing the results with intimates. Others
made frequent reference to it during the months afterward. One woman kept,
and shared with mo, a personal journal in which she documented important
life changes and awarenesses which were stimulated by the interview experience.
This woman, in fact, also entered into a counseling relationship with me that
lasted for over six months, (at which time I had to terminate it because of
outside pressures). The essence of the material covered involved her
perceptions and needs in interpersonal relationships. Thus the model itself,
and the interview process would appear to have valuable potential as a
therapeutic tool. It should be clearly stated, however, that the model and the
interview arc a potent tool.
As we will see later on in this chapter, during the discussion of
functions, people rarely have easy access to their internal states. However,
this model and the interview are structured in a manner which facilitates that
access in a fairly non-threatening manner. Because it is a potentially
insidious mechanism for the by—passing of defense mechanisms, it is a
potentially potent tool and its use assumes some expertise on the part of the
user, as well as the thorapeutic skills necessary for following up on its effects.
In the analysis of the categories spontaneously produced by participants,
it is apparent that only live categories were produced by 25 percent or
more ol
the participants. These categories were:
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Intimates
"Friends"
Nucloar Family
Faculty and Colleagues
Students
The "nuclear family" category has been discussed at length in Chapter V, and
its implications are both an important reiloction on social changes in our
culture as well as an important index of tin area whore new learning and skills
will have to be developed as the change becomes more apparent.
There was very little consistent relationship between the nomenclature
used by participants for their categories and the depth of the particular
relationship. Thus, when asked to locate their own categories within the
levels of the Tri-Level Model, faculty, students, colleagues and friends were
placed at every level! At least intimates all stayed in one place!
The location of "Friends" at every level of the Tri-Level Model is
quite fascinating. It may merely reflect the semantic deprivation of the
English language! Or it may reflect comfort in ambiguity, and say something
about commitment. If a "friend" can be anything from the most casual
acquaintance to the most intimate involvement, one is in no way commited by
referring to someone as a "friend. " And the well-known journalist's ploy of
"We're Just good friends" would cover not only a "multitude of sins" but also a
multitude of functions and behaviors! In any case, "friend" is clearly an
over-used, ambiguous word that probably has lost much of its meaning. My
own preference is to prefect the word "friend" with my own Level delineation.
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I think that one of the weaknesses of this study is that the initial
interview made use of the word "friend. » Although it delineated it as "neither
casual acquaintance nor intimate, " it still has an ambiguity about it which should
have been avoided.
It was rewarding to see the ease with which participants made use of
the Tri-Level Model for their own categories, an effect which would appear to
validate the model. During the interviews, it was very apparent that people
were "thinking things out" as they went along. During the course of the
interviews there were frequent comments of "it really helps to think of things
this way" and "I never thought of this before but it really clarifies things.
"
This again reflects on the value of the model as a personal diagnostic tool.
The combination of the interview and the presentation of the model during the
second interview apparently led to considerable clarification for all participants.
An important finding which surfaces repeatedly at different parts of
this study is the degree to which casual contact support is overlooked and
unused. The fact that this kind of support has significance for the participants
was seen by their enthusiastic reaction after they were made aware of it.
The initial instance of this finding is in the fact that 23 percent of
the participants did not make use of Level I for identifying their own categories.
It was subsequently seen in the hazy effects achieved when functions of
"casuals" and "friends" were compared and again when behaviors of the same
two groups were compared. And we saw it again when attempts were made to
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place both functions and behaviors in the levels of the Tri-Level Model. It
appears most dramatically in the initial loverlooking of the "Invisible People.
"
This suggests that people are in fact, overlooking an important support
resource. In doing this they are narrowing their support spectra, and
depriving themselves of additional recognition, stimulation, acknowledgment
and other necessary experiences. Since the casual contacts are easily found
if one is aware of them, it would seem that helping people to develop both the
awareness of the need for this kind of support and the skills in developing it
could become part of an educational program to grow out of this study. If
people do in fact, recognize the importance of casual contacts, as we have seen
in their reaction, but are ignoring them in their day to day living, then it may
be necessary to analyze the reasons for this. Some may be socially induced,
which will be discussed in a later section, but some may simply be a lack of
skill development. In any case, the consistency of this finding is clear and
dramatic.
Functions and Behaviors
The model on which this study is based was an outgrowth of an
analysis of the ways in which my personal relationships met the variety of
internal needs which I experience. My assumption was that other people
would have access to the process of identifying their own needs in a similar
fashion. One of the areas investigated in this model was the existence
of
distinctively different functions and behaviors associated with each
level of
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relationship, and assumed an awareness of those internal needs in this
comparison.
What has emerged, however, is that although people definitely
indicate an awareness of the differences in their relationship it is not always
a result of their access to internally experienced needs. In fact, access to
one’s internal states is apparently not a common experience. The study,
however, has been able to get at this data by recognizing what people do consider
to be the functions of their relationships. Thus the definition of function has
been expanded from "an internal state reflecting need, motivation or drive"
to one which incorporates that definition but adds "a description of the way in
which people in different kinds of relationships are expected to perform. "
Thus, while some of the material produced in response to the questions about
"functions" may, in effect look similar to that produced in response to the
question about "behavior" these are, in effect functional descriptions in
behavioral terms as people describe the ways in which they meet their needs
in observable, interpersonal terms.
The approach to determining whether or not there were, in effect,
distinctive differences in the functions and behaviors ascribed to relationships
at different levels was of presenting samples of these descriptions in pairs to
the raters. The raters determined the degree of similarity or difference on a
5 point scale. This scale ranged from a rating of "1" indicating "completely
similar" to "5" which indicated "totally different. "
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It is interesting to note that none of the mean ratings comparing
levels of functions and behaviors was below "3". Thus, there were no
comparisons which were judged as "somewhat similar" or "completely similar.
"
In a very general sense, then, the basic contention of this study, that functions
and behaviors differ for each level of relationship is borne out. It is merely
a matter of degree of difference which varies in distinctness.
The study found that the least degree of delineation was between
Level I (casual) and Level II (friend). This was a very distinct finding.
What would appear to be happening is that many of the functions and behaviors
ascribed to "casual" contacts in the original statement of the model are being
absorbed by "friends" in this case. It should be remembered, however, that
this applies in only 11 percent of the interviews in the case of functions and
behaviors of "casual" acquaintances and 7 percent of the interviews in functions
and behaviors of "friends. "
When one examines the content of the functions and behaviors presented,
it is interesting to note that one of the significant delineations of the original
model, that as one moves from "friend" to "intimate" the focus of the relation-
ship moves from external concerns to concerns internal to the people involved,
is very nicely supported. The distinction made by one man in differentiating
between friends and intimates on the basis of whether he is discussing "politics
of the world" or "politics of the family" is well put. There is considerably less
of an activity focus in those behaviors ascribed to "intimates. " Those
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ascribed to "casuals" and "friends" are activity=oriented or goal-oriented.
Although the haziness in functions and behaviors at the interface
between casuals and friends occurs in only a small percentage of the cases
in the study, I would like to focus on it and examine some of its possible
meanings.
In examining the change in function of the nuclear family, the possibility
has been identified of diminished support at the intimacy level for all of those
who count on their maturing children as intimates. As well, the discontent
expressed by those under 25 at their own lack of adequate intimates has also
been mentioned.
If at the same time, Level II people are being enlisted to perform
the functions and behaviors required at Level I, then there is a dropping off
of contacts at the base of the "pyramid. " What this amounts to is a narrowed
spectrum of support.
The assumption in the original model was that the largest population
would be at Level I, the next largest at Level II and the smallest at Level
III. This assumption was borne up in questioning during the interviews.
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If, however, the base level is cut down, this leaves a smaller
population that can be turned to for support. It cuts down contact, input,
stimulation and the potential for more relationships. For me, this reflects
two important influences in our current culture. One is a reinforcement of
Katz's finding which was cited in Chapter I of this dissertation: "Not enough
people smile at each other on this campus. " The significance of this will be
discussed shortly.
But the other may be equally significant: it reflects the degree to
which our value system has effected our interpersonal relationships. In our
American culture we are expected to focus on the "dearest. " It is no accident
that "dear" means, not only beloved, but also expensive. Nor is it accidental
that the word "investment" is used to differentiate between levels of relation-
ship. Homans (1950) and Altman and Taylor (1973) both discuss the "reward-
cost" ratio in risking interpersonal interaction. We place less value on things
that are less costly, possibly because we wonder whether we have the
investment capital for both the "dear" and the "less dear. " Or perhaps
because we have made those in whom we have the least investment invisible,
we don't anticipate a return on our investment at this level.
One of the comfortable constraints that we seem to use in limiting
a wide spectrum investment is the use of time. Repeatedly throughout the
study participants talked about how they "wished they could know X
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better but they didn't have the time. " Invariably they would add a statement
about recognizing that they could make time if they really wanted to. I see
time as the essential point of conflict in this area.
Being busy is a measure of success in our culture, and reference
were made to this during the interviews. Sometimes it is the only measure of
success. One older participant said: "Not having any idea what you get tenure
for around here
—
you just can't trust the rhetoric
—
you don't know what the
norms are. There's something about the freneticness of it and the over-
committedness—if we're all simply overcommitted together, that's high
esprit, but when we all become overcommitted, are we avoiding the personal
issues by saying 'I would if I could but I haven't got the time' ? Or is it that
being overcominitted is our only source of nurturance here?"
If human values aren't clearly legitimized by the system, time becomes
both reward and constraint, and every decision about it becomes a difficult
value judgement.
Time has been defined overtly as a cultural value. Bell (1975)
quotes Ben Franklin's adage that "time is money" as the origin of much of the
standards of American society. What greater measure of achievement then,
than to prove one's success by both being busy and by accumulating wealth for
the luxuries to bestow upon the "dearest, " even if the cost is 1 neliness.
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The effects of this value system on society is rather sad. The reason
Katz cites for so little smiling on the Stony Brook (SUNY), Long Island campus
is that "Growing up in (a) metropolitan area during the last fifteen years may
have strengthened a tendency towards.
. . distrusting strangers. " What has
happened in our metropolitan areas, and indeed, in the less-than-metropolitan
areas, is a general increase in the basal anxiety level. People are afraid of
each other. Every time I visit New York (where I grew up!) I am amazed
at the fact that people will not respond to requests for information. Data
on increased crimes of violence is public knowledge. This fact reflects a
reality rather than a pervasive paranoia. There is little security in our mass
society, and this is reflected primarily at the level of casual contact. Since
we place less value on this level, we don't realize it's missing, until we stop
and inventory our lives.
"Men have no more time to understand anything" says St. Exupery in
The Little Prince (1971). "They buy things all ready made at the shops. But
there is no shop anywhere where we can buy friendship and men have no
friends any more" (p. 83).
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Change in the Quality or Level of Relationship
The two questions concerning changing the quality or level of
relationships were (a) Do participants describe experiences relating to the
changing of quality or level of relationships and (b) Is this experience reported
as one of difficulty or discomfort for either person involved?
The universal experience of difficulty in changing the quality or level
of relationship validates the major assumptions of the Porcupine Dilemma,
as outlined in Chapter I. In that section, this dilemma was shown to raise
questions of "How close can we get without interfering with each other. " "How
much warmth do we need?" and "Can we, ever, allow ourselves the total
vulnerability of disregarding our quills and exposing the soft underbellies of
our inner selves ?" "And, having done that, can we move painlessly back to
a functional relationship?" It also raised questions about how we communicate
these delicate maneuvers to each other, and how we send off signals when we
change our environment.
The experience of changing a relationship appears to be difficult both
when a relationship is becoming more intense and when it is becoming less
intense. Many participants described the process of moving to a more intense
relationship as one of gradual trust-building, which carried with it some
significant risks.
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i he difficulty in increasing the intensity of a relationship appears to
have several roots. Knowing someone in an established role or relationship
can provide a certain security which make it difficult to have to reappraise
that person or the relationship. The difficulties experienced by one of the
young women cited in the qualitative data, who had attempted unsuccessfully
to convince her friend that she had changed and therefore the relationship would
have to change attests to this. In a workshop 1 conducted recently, a college
student said that one of the problems of going home was that his parents always
expected him to be the "person in the high school graduation picture. " lie no
longer felt that he was that person. Since getting closer means having to see
who you really are, many relationships stagnate as one member clings to the
mythical picture of another member who has changed significantly.
This difficulty in accepting a change in another person would appear
to be related to the difference in support systems for the younger and older
participants. The younger participants did not include their families as
"intimates," which when viewed from this perspective is not surprising. The
ages of 18-25 are crucial for the establishment of mature identities, and are
the years of "identity crisis. " It is often difficult for parents to recognize
and accept these new identities in the children whose role :md image frequently
change very little in family mythology. Wholly accepting someone is a necessaiy
feature of a Level 1 11 relationship. If parents do not accept the new identity ot
young people, the young people will sense this lack ot total acceptance «uul
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retreat. Thus the elimination of nuclear families in the younger participants'
support system is, in effect an expression of the Procupine Dilemma.
Another difficulty encountered in moving closer appears to be the
responsibility implied in really knowing someone better. In The Little Prince
.
(1971) St. Exupery makes the point that once an individual has "tamed" another,
that act makes the other person "Unique in all the world. " He says, "If you
tame me, it will be as if the sun came to shine on my life. I shall know the
sound of a step that will be different from all the others. . ." (p. 83). To
"tame", in this sense, St. Exupery says, means "To establish ties. " But he
also warns that, once this has happened, "You become responsible forever
for what you have tamed" (p. 88). Once you have facilitated access to vulnerable
areas in another person, there is a certain degree of responsibility that is
yours, as any therapist knows. And that responsibility may discourage people
from moving closer.
Another source of difficulty appears to be the question of investment,
which was alluded to in another section.
The phenomenon of "overloaded circuits," or saturation at a particular
level is also important. Strobel (1975) has pointed out that, while one may feel
invisible if ignored by all casual contacts during an entire day, one may also
feel "opaque" if too many approaches are made. The same response acts at
other levels. Frequently an attempt at moving closer meets with rejection
which is internalized by the person rejected, when, in effect, that movement
was simply not appropriate to the need level of the other person at that time.
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Thus the importance of communication, difficult as it is, cannot be under-
estimated. One participant described an experience of this kind whose scars
remained with her for nearly 20 years until she was finally able to cheek out
the reality of the situation.
Tho initial description of the Porcupine Dilemma discussed the
necessity for direct signalling of level changes to facilitate access to an
appropriate level of relations hip. In effect, the definition of support used in
this study implies the necessity for this signalling. My strong feeling about
tins need is an outgrowth of my observations of the difficulty in tins area,
both to others and to myself. The data in tins study speaks well to the
prevalence of this difficulty. Rarely can participants discuss the change in
quality openly with their partners. Rossiter's (1974) recent paper on meta-
communication may give us some clue as to what cues to study in observing
these changes. lie concludes, however, that these metacommunications need
to be processed, and this may not be plausible in the light of the kind of data
we have. It is just when processing is so important that it is so difficult, and
consequently, often isn't done. The issue of vulnerability underlies all of our
participants' comments. The pain in becoming vulnerable in a misjudged
expectation, seen in the case of the young woman described at the end of
Chapter IV, is poignant. Thus, a misjudged attempt at alleviating loneliness
meets with the Porcupine Dilemma and ends with greater alienation and loneliness.
This may start a cycle of non-response which is of benefit to neither participant.
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Perhaps it is easier for me to express this in another medium:
The thundrous silence
Of your non-response
Shatters my eardrums
And deafens me
To the forthcoming plea
Of your changing needs. (Wainrib, 1975)
Reactions to the Breaking or Severing of Different Levels of Relationship
The question concerning the breaking or severing of different levels
of relationship addressed itself to the issue of whether or not participants
experienced different kinds of reactions to the breaking or severing of different
levels of relationship.
The very high percentage of agreement that breaking or severing of
different levels of relationship does elicit different types of reaction validates
this point as well. It also gives us a sharp indication of the meaning of the
different levels of relationships to participants and thus further helps to
differentiate between them.
Support systems in general appear to provide a structure for existence
and a reflection of the self which reinforces one’s internal self-concept. In a
sense, they function at the interpersonal level much the same way that the
proprioceptive system functions about our bodies. They send messages to
the internal "self” that give each of us the input necessary for survival. They
are the mirrors of ourselves which I described in the Preface. And the
findings indicate that these mirrors vary in intensity, from the distant image
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of Level I to the magnified image at Level III. When breaking a relationship
shatters the mirrors of our social structure we seek the reason in the infinity
of broken slivers of what was once a bond to another human being. We question
ourselves, our competencies as social human beings, our adequacy, because
our disturbed socio-proprioceptive input has made us feel off-balance,
incompetent, doubting. When our unage becomes distorted by the convexities
or concavities of a porcupine dilemma that leads to a withdrawal or the threat
of a total break, our sense of self becomes convex, or shatters.
Because we take so many of our essential relationships for granted,
it is frightening to many of us, as to many of our participants, to even
anticipate their loss. An interesting sidelight to this image is that, in
Orthodox Judaism, mourning is marked by the covering of mirrors. Perhaps
the greatest loss an individual can experience is the extinguishing of a part of
himself by the departure of another.
In the seventeenth century, John Donne wrote, "No man is an island,
entire of itself: every man. . . a part of the main; any man's death diminishes
me, because I am involved in mankind; and therefore never send to know for
whom the bell tolls; it tolls for thee.
"
To the extent that we each reflect each other's existence, we verify
our reality, and thus we are each involved with each other. To some extent,
we each create each other in our fantasies. R. D. Laing and others, for
example, have shown us that we can cause each other to become these fantasies
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by the mechanism of attribution. Therefore, without your perception of me,
part of me does not exist. If your perception of me is distorted, either
positively, through love, or negatively, through anger or hate, that part of
me that you reflect exists in a skewed manner. This is part of the "responsibility"
to which I referred in the previous section.
When, or if, I lose someone in my network, I lose a part of me; and
when they lose me, they lose a part of themselves. If I lose that person
through death, I work through that loss through mourning. If I lose someone
very significant to me through growth or change or anger, or any of the myriad
reasons that cause us to leave each other, it is almost as if I must imagine
that the other no longer exists in order to disengage from him or her; a part
of me is still in existence within that other person, and their image of me is
missing from my own gestalt. When that image of me changes for them and my
image of them changes, we have both ceased to be the same people.
Thus, when the French say "Partir c'est mourir un peu" (separation
is dying a little bit) what they are acknowledging is the reality that each
leaving means losing some part of the selves of both people who are separating.
So that, "when the bell tolls, " means that you are leaving, you take
with you that part of me that exists only as you reflect it in your mirror; and,
to that degree, the bell tolls also for me.
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Summary of Section I
This section examined the findings presented in Chapters IV and V
and discussed them. It focused particularly on those areas that differed
from the original model and discussed possible causes for those differences.
As well, factors involved in the difficulties described in changing levels of
relationship and severing relationships were discussed. The following section
will present an enlarged version of the model based on the findings in the study.
Part II: Restatement of the Model
Since the model was well validated during the course of the study there
do not appear to be any major changes in its essential format.
While my initial concept was of three distinctly different groups of
people to cover the range of interpersonal needs and functions outlined, what
has emerged is that, since all Level I and II functions and behaviors can be
performed by Level III people, some of the participants have been using Level
III people this way. Thus, in reconstructing the model, I would have to
acknowledge that each level of relationship can include the previous level as
one moves towards greater intensity, although this does not apply when moving
to a less intense relationship. I have strong feelings, however, that encouraging
this defeats the purpose of the study and narrows the support spectrum. And,
judging from the data cited in previous chapters, this occurred in only a small
percentage of our sample.
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There were some issues in locating functions of feedback, sex, and
personal growth in the Tri-Level Model.
While some people felt that all levels of relationships provided them
with varying media for personal growth, there was a difference in intensity in
the more intimate relationships. This would reinforce the concept described
in the previous section, where the network is seen as a series of mirrors of
the self. Some felt that even Level I contacts provide a kind of casual stimulus
that provokes some kind of personal growth, that this develops in terms of
activity-centered areas at Level II and in terms of personal questing at Level
III. The concept of ’’personal growth" was seen more broadly by participants
than the initial statement.
There was some difficulty over the concept of feedback, relating
primarily to the fact that, to be valuable, feedback must be simultaneously
objective and coming from a source that really knows the person well enough
to have validity. Thus, some people felt that a friend, rather than an intimate,
could provide a more objective, counselor-like relationship which would give
greater value to the feedback. Others felt that a Level III relationship should
be "judgment free" and feedback, or confrontation, from someone at that level
would threaten the security of the interaction. Others, however, felt that only
Level III people knew them long enough and well enough to provide them with
feedback as persons.
So I will list feedback at both Levels II and III, but differentiate between
professional feedback at Level II and non-judgmental personal feedback at Level HI.
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I realized from the outset that the placement of sex as a function ?
behavior? only at Level III reflected my own value system and I anticipated
some disagreement in this area. Earlier, I have referred to the expected
changes in attitude between the older and younger participants, reflecting the
changes in cultural mores in the past 15 years. Since much of those changes
were expressed in the areas of intimacy and sexuality I expected to find
d ifferences here.
My assumption at the outset was that the younger group would be more
accepting of the idea of "casual sex" and multiple relationships. I expected the
older group to reflect a more traditional attitude. I attempted to discuss this
area whenever possible with participants. It was not, however, possible to
discuss it with each one. This was sometimes due to their embarrassment and
sometimes to my own.
I have already cited at some length the feelings of disappointment
expressed by younger participants at their own experimentation in this area,
and I see no need to restate that data.
In general the older men that I talked to made a point, almost uniformly,
of telling me that, for them, the issue was entirely "hypothetical" since their
own lifestyle was monogamous. This may or may not have been a defensive
stance, and perhaps more information would have been elicited if this part of
the interview was conducted by a male interviewer. One of the older men told
me, however, that ("hypothetically" of course) he could never be sexually
involved outside of his marriage with an intimate friend, because these
intimates
were also intimates of his wife’s. He explained that being
sexually involved
with his wife’s friends was a "taboo" (this seems like a "taboo"
specific to the
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language department as I doubt its universality). An older woman told me that
I knew that getting involved with any other man if I was going to stay married
was just a mess and that any physical relationship had to be on a purely casual
basis but this has been a veiy difficult hangup for me to deal with because
of my generation and its values" (this woman is over 50).
Several of the younger participants however, felt differently. One
said "sex effects all my potential relationships—ideally I would want to be
sexually involved with all my intimates. " Others told me that "casual" sex
had to be just that, and would probably be placed at Level I or II. They
differentiated between the casual involvement and one which implies "emotional
bonding.
"
At a recent workshop, a young woman told me about the apparently not
uncommon experience of using sexual relationships as an avoidance of intimacy.
Perhaps this generation has been raised with less of the "hangups" about
sexuality than their parents had. But somewhere, they were also given the
message that sexuality and intimacy were linked. Intimacy has become highly
valued for them, perhaps because it is so complicated and difficult. Earlier,
I quoted an older participant about the "taboo" against real intimacy in current
society.
Sexual behavior, however, is a relatively uncomplicated, simple act,
universally practiced. Since it can be confused with intimacy, it may often be
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substituted until such time as the more difficult skill is mastered. This
relates to the reference to "pseudo-validation" relationships in Chapter One,
and of course, again, to Roily May (1969).
So, in restating the model, I have to acknowledge the possibility of
sexual behavior at a less-than intimate level. However, I will differentiate
between the casual and the ,Tbonded" type of sexuality. Note, though, that
casual sexuality is seen as a behavior, an end in itself; emotionally bonded
sexuality is a function
,
of intimacy.
I have abstracted the major themes in the functions and behaviors
spontaneously produced by participants. These follow:
Level I: Functions
Providing a background to one’s existence
Minimal investment
Sharing external common experience
Activity-based or geographically based relationship
(Neighbor, etc.)
Interaction in a stereotypic role
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Level I: Behaviors
Greeting
Service
Casual socializing
Time-limited task-orientation
Personal growth: casual
Level II: Functions
Group membership, socializing needs
Shared value system and ideologies
Companionship
Dependability in work situation
Stimulation (intellectual and other)
Professional interaction
Measure of professional competence and feedback
Interaction which is not necessarily reciprocal
Personal growth: instrumental
All functions ascribed to Level I people may be met by
this group as well
Level II: Behaviors
Non-emotionally bonded sexuality
Socializing which emphasizes the medium (game, goal, etc.)
Talk-limited in terms of personal depth
Goal-oriented relationship
Level III: Fun ctions
Intimacy
Emotionally-bonded sexuality
Non-judgemental personal feedback
Personal growth at an intimate level: being in touch with
oneself
Esteen, value, love continuity, security: Full range of
emotional needs
Provide an outlet for "giving" needs
Understanding, concern, caring
Pleasure, pain, tenderness, affection
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Level III: Behaviors
Creating an atmosphere of "being in place"
Involvement in life-decisions
Full range of emotional behavior from loving to hating
Listening, caringly, emphatically, etc.
Sharing: very personal, internal material
life decisions
spiritual questing
emotionality of any kind
Acceptance
All behaviors and functions ascribed to Levels I and II may also be
performed by peoplo in Level III relationships.
The Failarged Model
Level I: Contact
Goal: Acquaintanceship
Requisite for support: Common, experience
General definition: A relationship which can be either fleeting, distant but no
longer active, or ongoing but limited to a stereotypic interaction (Man, student,
co-worker, neighbor, etc.).
One where the amount of time and sell’ invested is minimal
One which functions primarily as a background to tho individual's
existence rather than as a central part of his/her life (ground as
opposed to figure).
One whero there is little or no self- revelation, or sharing of
personal material.
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Functions
:
Acknowledgement of one's existence at a surface level.
Acquaintanceship
Relationship which forms a background to one's existence
One which can provide necessary information of mutual aid
Relationship which allows individual to share an external,
common experience, often as it occurs, (weather, accident, etc.)
Human contact with minimal investment
Activity-based or geographically-based relationship that serves
as a contact to the environment (neighbor, etc.)
Behavio rs
:
Greeting, attention, and response-acknowledgement at a surface
level
Exchange of information or material in the public domain
(weather, news, publicized political information, etc.)
Sharing common experience (can run the gamut from observations
on weather, etc. to experience of living or working in geographical
proximity)
Interaction in a stereotypic role (man, woman, student, co-worker,
neighbor, etc.)
Little or no self- revelation or revelation of material that is no
longer sensitive
Casual socializing
Service
Time-limited task orientation
Personal growth at a casual level
Acknowledgement or awareness of another at a casual level
Direct assistance, supplies
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Level II: Relationships, Social/Functional
Requisite for Support: Complementary, mutual respect
Goal: Companionship/friendship in sharing of external experiences
General description: A relationship where the goal appears to be one of
companionship or friendship rather than either intimacy or a casual acquaint-
anceship. The relationship appears to have a history and seems either ongoing,
or rooted, or both. Although the time of both the individual interactions and
the duration of the overall relationship appears to be long, it seems to be
fairly situation-specific. There appears to be a limit implicit in the relation-
ship with regard to the kind of material shared, and the focus of this is
external. Frequently this kind of relationship will be described as one where
only a part of the individual is involved, rather than many of his/her dimensions.
Functions:
Appears to involve only a part of the individual, either a specific
role or serve to fill needs of specific parts of individual’s personality.
Does not attempt to involve all parts of an individual's life.
Sharing is focused on external experience; personal sharing may
occur, but it is not the focus of the relationship.
Admiration, warmth
Intellectual, social, cultural or other stimulation
Group membership, socializing needs
Shared value systems or ideologies
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Companionship
Dependability in a work situation
Professional or colleagueal interaction
Measure of professional or work-related feedback
Personal growth (instrumental, work- related)
Behavio rs :
Task accomplishment; work, play
Group membership
Shared activities
May involve ritualized, routine socializing experience (weekly,
monthly, meeting, etc.)
Relationship within specific roles
While behaviors may resemble those of other types of relationship,
what is actually shared will be limited (see above)
Non-emotionally-bonded sexuality
Talk which is limited in personal depth and need not be reciprocal
All functions and behaviors ascribed to Level I relationships
may be performed by people in a Level II relationship if necessary.
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Level III: Validation, Intimacy
Requisite for Support: Authentic caring
Goal : Authentic recognition as a unique individual
General Description: Relationships is intimate, intense of very personal.
There is a great deal of confiding or sharing of personal material. Individual
feels that he/she is responded to as an authentic, role-free person.
Relationship involves acceptance, unde rstanding, affection and genuine caring.
There is a good deal of investment of time and energy in the relationship.
Relationship can easily reach very personal levels even if it has been dormant
for some time. In general, this level of relationship creates an atmosphere
of comfort, concern and caring which allows all other behaviors to evolve
spontaneously. Because the atmosphere is non-judgemental, it allows for
experimentation, exploration and growth. For many people, this implies
security, continuity and trust, which allows for great intensity.
Functions
:
Affection, love, tenderness
Physical and spiritual intimacy (including emotionally-bonded sexuality)
Nurturanee
Non-judgemental personal feedback
Empathy, concern
Security, continuity
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Recognition and acceptance
Personal and interpersonal growth
Opportunity to be authentic, role-free, "whole" (grace)
Esteem, value
An outlet for any kind of need at any intensity
Behaviors:
Creating an atmosphere of "being in place"
Tenderness
Involvement in life decisions
Intimacy (verbal and non-verbal) (communion)
Emotionally-bonded sexuality
Confrontation
Protection
Concern, Committment
Acceptance of uniqueness
Honest total expression of emotion, running the gamut from loving
to hating
Listening with the third ear
Caring
Sharing: life decisions
very personal internal material
spiritual questing
any kind of emotion
Making members of relationship feel really understood, through
any medium
151
All functions and behaviors ascribed to Levels I and II may also be
performed by any people in Level III relationships if necessary.
Summary of Section II
This section has attempted to integrate the material spontaneously
produced by the participants which went beyond the material in the original
model. The major areas of change included the concept that people at a more
intense level could fill the functions and behaviors of people at less intense
levels of relationship if necessary; that areas of feedback, personal growth,
and sexual behavior had to be reassessed in the model. Finally, the newer,
broader model was presented.
The next section of this chapter will discuss implications for
future research.
Implications for Future Research
Conducting this study has been a stimulating and rewarding experience.
Although many aspects of it were very time-consuming and tiring, the wealth
of material it produced seems well worth the effort.
In some ways, however, I feel as if I have tapped a rich vein of
gold
and mined only a small, rough layer of it. Many questions have been raised
during the course of the investigation that I would like to pursue.
Others
have come up while discussing the work with colleagues, and new
vistas are
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now starting to open that would allow for greater breadth of investigation
than those available previously.
There are, in general, two directions that future work could take,
both equally tempting. (I will, as usual probably ride off in all directions.)
One is further research and the other is application.
In terms of further research, a number of areas stand out in the
material reported that seem deserving of further work. These include:
1. Further research on sex differences in support systems,
particularly in the areas of same sex intimacy for men and opposite-sex
professional relationships for women. With the current emphasis on changing
sex roles in professional placements, these areas are very important.
2. The effect of "unbalanced support profiles. " I would like to
investigate the pressures on specific types of relationships (marriages or
primary bonded relationships) and how these relate to a full-range of relation-
ships in a well-functioning network. This is an outgrowth of the finding that
people tend to expect functions and behaviors necessary at Level I and II to
be performed by Level III people when they are inadequately supplied at
Levels I and 1 1.
3. The Porcupine Dilemma. This is an area where I find that I have
only scratched the surface. The more I investigate and discuss this area, the
more it appears as crucial to an understanding of interpersonal relationships,
from a single dyad to a large organization. I have recently been exploring the
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possibility of developing new methodologies for the measurement of the
intensity of the Porcupine Dilemma experience. Using this measurement as
a base, I could then investigate its effect on other crucial areas of support,
such as risk, expectations in relationships, potential for intimacy, etc. I
am also curious about the relationship of the Porcupine Dilemma to judgments
of differences in functions and behavior of different categories of relationships.
I would also want to investigate both the sensitivity to and the effects
of the Porcupine Dilemma on those people who see their relationships as a
pyramid with some movement between levels. I would want to compare this
to those who see their constellation as composed of three distinct levels of
relationships. Clearly this investigation should make use of separate groups
of men and women as there may be a sex difference in these findings.
4. What does all of this really mean? How does an understanding
of categories, needs and functions effect the general overall life functioning
of people, in terms of their mental health, productivity, growth, awareness,
creativity, etc. ?
5. Subjectivism. One of the major concerns in the design of this
dissertation was the inclusion of subjective measurements. These have been
reported in the results chapter. However, recent experiences have led me
to whole new areas of subjective experience which I would like to investigate.
6. Age Differences. Another aspect of the study which was alluded
to but not investigated involved the components of differences in support
systems
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at different ages. It would be interesting to investigate the relative effects
of maturity and social pressures in these groups, and to integrate this with
the growing body of knowledge about mesentology. Perhaps now that I have
had to face my own denial in this area I will be able to approach it more
easily!
7. Loneliness. I would still like to get some definite data linking
support networks with the presence or absence of loneliness, which is, you
may recall, where it all began!
Some of the areas for further application have been alluded to
previously. These include:
1. The development of a training format for an awareness of the
value and function of overlooked sources of support, particularly the casual
level.
2. Testing out a system or organization that would deliberately
reward the establishment of supportive relationships at different levels.
I have had personal experience in various systems of this kind and I know
that their development is relatively simple. The dividends paid in personal
and functional terms are great.
And this, too, brings me full circle.
So I end almost back at the beginning: knowing many fascinating
things about people and their needs and wishing that I could change the world
a little bit to facilitate meeting some of those needs. My experiences with
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the use of this model, both during the interviews and in several workshops
(hat 1 have conducted over the past year has been very encouraging, in
facilitating access to people’s needs. Now I would like to help people to learn
how to meet those various levels of needs and to develop an environment in
which all this is possible.
One of the major reasons I cited for coming to UMass was my concern
with the need to alter the prevalent value system in favor of one that was more
humanistic. I realize that this value system is probably a major block to
adequate human support systems, and sometimes it feels very frustrating to
try to impact upon it at any level.
Somehow, however, none of this really seems impossible. I am very
aware, now, of what my own support needs are, and equally aware of how to
meet them. I know that I can, with the proper support, accomplish many things,
if I really want to.
Maybe, then, I did find the "community of scholars" after all: people
who let me find out what 1 needed to know about myself.
I am anxious to implement some of these "implications." Bui first,
I have to re-establish ties with all of my beloved "friends" (casual, social
and validating) in Montreal who lost me totally when I started work on this
dissertation. That's the first priority for my time right now.
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My Amherst network that I built after my "invisible period" has been
extremely supportive during all of this. Perhaps one more thing I have learned
is that I cannot assume the existence of community, but I can create community
for myself when I want to. Now that the model is validated, perhaps I can
also teach others how to do that.
Summary
Results presented in Chapters IV and V have indicated that the Tri-
Level Model of support has been established in this study. Participants were
able to make use of the model in identifying three categories of relationships,
each of which was seen to have different functions and behaviors. Participants
also reported difficulty in the change of quality or level of relationships, despite
the fact that some participants felt that people at more intense levels of
relationship were capable of filling the functions and behaviors necessary at
less intense levels if this becomes necessary. As well, there was shown to
be a difference in the reaction to the breaking or severing of relationships at
the "casual" "friend" and "intimate" level.
In addition, the study has yielded findings related to differences in
support systems for people in the older and younger age groups, differences
in support for men and for women and the existence of the "invisible" people:
casual, service contacts whose importance is demonstrated but who aic over-
looked. The study has also suggested that an "unbalanced profile" of support
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may put undue stress on the more significant relationships within it.
This chapter has focused on the implications of some of these findings.
Social and cultural values were hypothesized as a possible reason for the
emphasis on intense relationships and the sacrifice of casual ones. Difficulties
in moving into a more intense level of relationship are considered in view of
the data and related to the finding that older people consider their nuclear
families as intimates but younger people do not. As well, the importance of
clear communication of signals in moving from level to level of relationship is
borne out. The model emerges as a series of mirrors of varying magnification
which act as a social equivalent of the body's proprioceptive system, and
consequently loss of relationships at different levels was seen to have different
effects on an individual.
Some changes were made in restating the final version of the model.
The essential structure of the model has been verified and is validated, but
certain functions, such as feedback, personal growth and sexuality were
reassessed and relocated within the model.
In the final section, many implications for future research and
application emerge. These include further research into sex differences,
age differences, and the phenomenon of unbalanced support systems. A
methodology for the measurement of the intensity of the Porcupine Dilemma
is being developed to enable further investigation of this important area.
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Other areas suggested further investigation of subjective methodology in
research and the relationship of loneliness to support systems.
Areas suggested for application include an educational program related
both to the consistent finding of overlooked casual support and to the need for
general skill training in this area. As well, the possibility of applying the
model in an organizational medium is considered.
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FORMAT FOR INTERVIEW
A summary of the model and the three levels of needs, functions and goals
is presented to subject, and, if necessary, explained.
Subject is then asked:
1. Think of some people in your life who fit into each of the categories of
relationships shown. List these people.
2. Give me an example of behavior in a relationship at each of the levels
you have listed.
3. How do you feel that your relationships differ from level to level ?
4. Are any of the people listed "related" to you "officially" (i.e.
,
family,
marriage, etc.). If so, which ones ?
5. Do you consider yourself a member of any established community?
6. If so, how do you feel about this membership—is it by choice or by
accident ?
7. How do you feel about making contact with new people ? How do you go
about doing it?
8. Go back to your list. Do you feel that you have the kind of relationship
that you would like to have with each of the people listed ? If not, why not ?
9. a. Do any of these relationships vary, depending upon situations,
presence of other people, etc. ?
b. Do any people appear at more than one level in your list?
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10. If so, is there any way that you do or do not let them know that you will
be acting differently with them in the different circumstances ?
11. Which people are most easily replaced?
12. Are you aware of specific interpersonal needs of your own that you feel
are met or are not met? i.e.
,
- Do you respond to a person first and
then start to realize what the function of the relationship is, or do you
look for specific kinds of relationships at specific times ?
13. Is there any way that you attempt to match your needs and the people
available to meet them?
14. Does using this model have any effect on how you see your present
relationships ?
15. In general, do you feel that you have an adequate base of human support
within this community ? elsewhere ?
APPENDIX B
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL DESIGNED IN DECEMBER, 1974
A. We are doing a study of interpersonal relationships and human support
systems. Relationships can run the gamut from casual, brief, fleeting
acquaintances to very personal, intimate involvements. Each one of us
has our own personal idea of the full range of our relationship—for some
it is very wide and for others it is narrow.
To begin with, I would like you to make a list, an inventory, of all the people
you know with whom you feel that you have any kind of relationship, any land
at all.
B. Do you feel that you relate to all of these people in the same way?
(If no, then) - Do you categorize your relationships ? How?
C. Go through your list and use one land of symbol to mark off people you
would consider to be intimates; another land of symbol for those you would
consider to be casual acquaintances; and another kind of symbol for those
that you would consider to be friends (but neither casuals nor intimates).
What kinds of things, activities, would you engage in—or how would you
experience -
a. the intimates
b. the friends
c. the casual acquaintances
In which category would most of the names fall ? least ?
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D. What functions or needs are fillod tor you by
a. the intimates
b. the friends
c. the casual acquaintances
(If not spontaneously given)
Who would you go to for
-acknowledging your existence at a surface level ?
-short term mutual aid or information
-a measure of your competence—feedback on your functioning
-group membership, shared activities, task accomplishment
-accepting you as a unique person, making you feel really understood,
-tenderness, affection, love
-sex
-honest confrontation
-personal growth
Arc there other functions that you feel are filled for you by the people on
your list? If so, what are they?
E. Do the relationships always stay the same for you? If they vary, do you
feel that it is a change in the level or quality of the relationship? If so,
why ? If you feel that a relationship has moved from one level to another,
is it towards greater intensity or less intensity? Is there any difference in
the way you feel about the direction of the change ? What causes the change ?
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How do you communicate this to each other, if you do. How does that feel ?
F. 1. How would you feel if a relationship with an intimate was broken, or
permanently severed? A friend? A casual acquaintance?
2. How much of yourself do you feel that you invest in a relationship
with an intimate ; a friend; a casual acquaintance ?
G (optional question) Do you feel that you have a good basis of support, in
general? If not, which areas would you like to improve on?
H. If no mention is made of "service-contact" people: How would you feel
if you went through an entire day and none of these people greeted you?
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DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
AREA 312
392-7593
March 7, 1975
Ms. Barbara Wainrib
217 Sugarloaf Street
South Deerfield, Massachusetts 01373
Dear Ms. Wainrib:
First, let me say I T m glad your committee is willing to be open-minded about
your dissertation and let you try to do it the way you think is most appro-
priate. As I understand your problem, you want to use some sort of qualita-
tive methodology which gets at how people really experience their relation-
ships and feelings related to those relationships, while at the same time not
becoming so impressionistic or relying so heavily on introspection of others
that validity is a problem.
Since you have developed a model, I assume you still seek the traditional
scientific goal of abstract knowledge (i.e., you hope to be able to general-
ize beyond the locale of your study and the particular subjects you use) . I
think you can do this using depth interviewing and you will be involved in
some methodological creativity which I think is a good thing. It seems to me
that you will find a part of what you are looking for by looking into what
sociologists call "qualitative methodology”. Two nice general anthologies in
this area are Filstead, Qualitative Methodology
,
and Howard S. Becker,
Sociological Work . If you look into this, you will find an attitude toward
research which is compatible with what many of us in humanistic psychology
believe is appropriate, namely, methodology which respects the viewpoint and
humanness of those from whom we get data. However, you will also find some
viewpoints that will go against your grain if you want to do research from
which you can generalize. Qualitative methodologists generally see their
methods as "opposed” to the use of numbers. I believe they make a mistake,
however, by lumping both collection and analysis of data together under the
general classification of "qualitative". It strikes me that while it is
highly desirable to collect data in a way that reflects the experience of the
respondents as closely as possible, one needn’t commit oneself to avoiding
numbers in analysis of that data. It strikes me that what we need is explor-
ation into the possibility of the use of "quantitative-qualitative methodology",
if I might coin a phrase. What I mean by this is quite simple. The researcher
can utilize any of the several qualitative data gathering techniques such as
participant observation, unstructured or semi-structured interviewing, life
history, etc., and then subject that data to quantification and analysis. Many
of the techniques developed to enhance validity of experiments can be utilized.
Here are but a few:
observation, or whatever.
Field notes can be analyzed by independent judges to see ifdifferent analysts "see” the same things in the data. If desired
coding systems can be developed and independent judges can
content-analyze the field notes in terms of them and inter-rater
reliability can be calculated.
^fter developing some analysis of field notes, the researcher
can return to the field and discuss his analysis of the notes to
his respondents and see if they can concur with the analysis.
Various sources of data (interviewing, coding interaction, on-
going records) can be cross-checked to see if they present
congruent or contradicting pictures of what’s going on.
A good, and unfortunately rare, example of something like what I’m talking
about is reported in a book by Van Kaam (I think it’s called Existential
Foundations of Psychology) in the chapter in which he summarizes his disser-
tation research which attempted to determine how people experience "feeling
really understood". The techniques he used in collecting and analyzing his
data are quite detailed and meticulous.
While I’m at this, two other good references come to my mind: The Research
Act (Danzin is author, I think) explains the several qualitative methodologies
and. is quite good on the philosophical rationale underlying them. Lofland’
s
Analyzing Social Situations is a nice little how-to book with helpful advice
about how to take field notes.
I hope this is helpful to you. If you are anti-numbers, you are probably
disappointed. In your letter, you said the problem was "comparison of sub-
jective experience". I think you won’t be getting what you want if you lay
your concepts on the people you study, but I think it is legitimate to
negotiate (is that the right word?) after the data is all in. I mean that if
several people report experiences that seem similar using different words, it
is legitimate to try to group them together somehow. Surely we agree that
each person’s experiences are uniquely his own, but if we decide we want to
generalize, I see no other answer than to compromise and try to develop con-
cepts which perhaps describe no one’s experience perfectly but which are
awfully close for a lot of people. I suppose the only alternative to that is
to give up the goal of generalizing.
I’ll be very interested in any reactions you or members of your committee have
to these ideas. I have at least as many questions as ideas in this area. You
have an ambitious goal and I hope you find some way to see it through. We
need work that is methodologically creative as well as substantively useful it
we are ever to determine how to improve our research. Keep me posted on your
progress.
Charles M. Rossiter, Jr., Ph.D.
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RATING SHEETS FOR PARTICIPANTS
Your Initials:
The interview transcript has a series of numbers in the- margin, where I have
coded it. These numbers refer to the number of the question on the rating
sheet. Each question should be answered by reference to the sections of the
interview transcript which are marked with the question number. In some
cases, you will find that the number appears several times, as the topic
may have been covered at various times during the interview. Please read
the entire interview before starting to rate and try to confine your ratings to
the interview before starting to rate and try to confine your ratings to the
interview material, rather than to any additions you may want to make at
this time. Please check carefully to see that all of the relevant .sections
are taken into account before answering each question.
1. According to the data in the interview, do you feel that you have indicated
that you categorize your relationship ?
(Refer to sections marked "1", and rate yes if there is any indication of
categories; rate no if there is none.)
YES NO
2. First, read all the sections of the transcript whose coding starts with
"2", regardless of numbers or letter which follow.
Now, look at the sections marked "2N-C, 2N-F, and 2N-I" I am looking
for your perception of similarities or differences in the content of these
sections.
Compare these sections as follows:
Use the numbers from this continuum, and rate from 1 to 5.
Same Totally Different
—
'
2 3 4 5
~
2N-C and 2N-F 2N-F and 2N-I
2N-C and 2N-I
Now, look at sections marked 2B-C, 2B-f, and 2B I
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I am again looking for your perception of similarities or differences in
these sections.
Use the same continuum illustrated above and rate from 1 to 5.
Compare these sections: 2B-C and 2B-F
2B-C and 2B-I 2B-F and 2B-I
Now look at all the sections whose code-marking begins with "2". Refer
to the classifications of Level I, Level II and Level III relationships as
described in the direction sheet. Classify the sections below as falling into
the classifications of Level I, Level II or Level III according to the
descriptions, if possible. If none of these descriptions apply, classify
the segment as "other.”
SECTIONS Level I Level 1 1 Level III Othe r
marked 2N-I, 2B-I
marked 2N-F, 2B-F
marked 2N-C, 2B-C
3a. Based on the material in sections marked 3:
Have you, in this interview, described experiences which relate to changing
the quality or level of any of your relationships?
Yes No
3b. If so, has this experience been described as one of difficulty or
discomfort for you or for the other person involved?
Yes NO
4. Refer to the material in sections marked 4.:
Have you, in this interview, expressed different reactions to the breaking
or severing of different types of relationships ?
Yes No
5. Go back to the section marked "1". Compare the categories you refered
to in question 1 with those in the Tri-Level model: Check off the level in the
Tri-Level model that you feel best describes your catetory. If none
applies, check None.
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CATEGORY (Yours) Level I Level II Level III None
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LEVEL I
Classify a segment as Level I if it contains any of the following criteria,
either explicitly or implicitly:
General Definition: A relationship which can be either fleeting, distant but
no longer active, or ongoing but limited to a stereotypic interaction (man,
woman, student, co-worker, neighbor, etc.)*
One where the amount of time and self invested is minimal.
One which functions primarily as a background to the individual's existence
rather than as a central part of his/her life (ground as opposed to figure).
One where there is little or no self- revelation or sharing of personal
materials, or the land of sharing is limited to material that has been told
many times to many other people and therefore it "doesn't matter."
FUNCTIONS
Acknowledgement of one's existence at a surface level
Acquaintanceship
Relationship which forms a background to one’s existence
One which can provide necessary information or mutual aid.
Relationship which allows an individual to share an external, common
experience, often as it occurs (weather, accident, etc.).
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BEHAVIORS
Greeting, attention and response (aclmowledgmert at a surface level)
Exchange of information or material in the public domain (weather,
news, publicized political information, etc.)
Sharing common experience (can run the gamut from observations on
weather, etc.
,
to experience of living or working in geographical proximity)
Interaction in a stereotypic role (Man, woman, co-worker, neighbor)
Little or no self- revelation (see above)
Acknowledgement or awareness of another at a casual level
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LEVEL II
Classify a segment as Level II if it contains any of the following criteria,
explicitly or implicitly:
General Description: A relationship where the goal appears to be one of
companionship or friendship rather than either intimacy or a casual
acquaintanceship. The relationship appears to have a history and seems
either ongoing, or rooted, or both. Although the time of both the individual
interactions and the duration of the overall relationship appears to be long,
it seems to be fairly situation-specific. There appears to be a limit implicit
in the relationshin with regard to the kind of material shared and the focus
of this sharing is external. Frequently this kind of relationship will be
described as one where only a part of the individual is involved, rather
than many of his/her dimensions. The focus of the relationship is generally
on the external activity rather than on internal experience.
FUNCTIONS
Appears to involve only a part of the individual, either a specific role or
serve to fill needs of specific part of the individual’s personality. Does not
attempt to involve all parts of an individual’s life.
Sharing is focused on external experience; personal sharing may occur
occasionally, but it is not the focus of the relationship.
Admiration warmth, esteem
Intellectual, social, cultural or other stimulation
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BEHAVIORS
Task accomplishment, work, play
Group membership, shared activities, socializing
May involve ritualized, routine experience (weekly, monthly meetings, etc.)
Relationship within specific roles
Behaviors may resemble other relationships but sharing is limited
186
LEVEL III
Classify a segment as Level III if it contains any of the following criteria,
explicitly or implicitly:
General Description: Relationship is described as intimate, intense or very
personal.
There is a great deal of confiding or sharing of personal material.
Individual feels that he/she is responded to as an authentic, role-free person.
Relationship is described as one of acceptance, understanding, affection and
genuine caring.
There is a good deal of investment of time and energy in the relationship.
Relationship is described as one which can easily reach very personal levels
even if it has been dormant for some time.
FUNCTIONS
Affection, love
Nurturance
Empathy; concern
Security
Recognition and acceptance
Personal and interpersonal growth
Opportunity to be authentic, role-free, ’’whole"
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BEHAVIORS
Tenderness
Intimacy (sexual and nonsexual, verbal and non-verbal)
Confrontation
Protection
Acceptance of uniqueness
Honest total expression of emotion, running the gamut from loving to hating
Caring-
Very personal sharing
Making members of relationship feel really understood, through any medium
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATERS
This is a study of the ways in which people perceive their interpersonal
relationships. You will be given several transcribed interviews and a rating
scale. The criteria for rating the content of the interview are an outgrowth
of a tri-level model of interpersonal relationships. These criteria are
attached.
When interviewed, the respondents are initially told, "We are doing a study
of interpersonal relationships and human support systems, etc. I would
like you to make an inventory of all the people with whom you feel you have
relationships of any kind, and list this inventory. "
The transcription you will receive starts after the respondent has inventoried
his/her relationships. She is then asked whether or not she relates to all
of the people listed in the same way, or whether or not she categorizes
relationships. This response, in most cases, is the beginning of the inter-
view-transcript.
The subsequent statements refer to questions which have been written on
to the transcription.
Attached to these instructions are direction sheets relating to the tri-level
model criteria, rating sheets, and a scries of interviews. If you have any
questions or comments about the content or the process please write these
comments and return them to me.
APPENDIX G
EXAMPLES OF COMPARISON OF BEHAVIORS UNIFORMLY
JUDGED BY ALL RATERS AS "5" (TOTALLY
DIFFERENT)
(Behaviors, Intimates)
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It can be very different. Anything from sex to sharing social, non-business
kinds of things, but there are some people I share social non-business things
that I wouldn't call intimates— I guess it's the amount of myself that I'm
willing to put out and the amount I feel them putting out toward me— I guess
an important thing is how we both understand the relationship—we have a clear,
not always verbalized understanding that we'll get to know or continue to get
to know or continually to relate openly with each other."
(Behaviors—casual)
'Oh that could be anything— I was thinking like the salespeople in the stores,
those are casual acquaintances. . . some students are casual acquaintances,
some people in
.
(behaviors?) Oh, nice pleasantries, Hello, how
are you, nice day! I'd like a ten cent stamp!
I think some of them are the neatest people—like there's a woman
who cleans here, who knows more about this building than the guys who run it
and—she's a real person!—there are other people like that. They don't have
a strong effect on me or anything like that but I do notice them, and regard
them and they regard me. . .
"
No similar example of a comparison rated "1" can be cited because no
comparisons were uniformly rated "1".
APPENDIX H
EXAMPLE OF COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONS UNIFORMLY
JUDGED BY ALL RATERS A "5" (TOTALLY
DIFFERENT)
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A comparison of functions uniformly judged by all raters as "5”, (totally
different) follows. No comparisons were uniformly judged as "1” (completely
similar).
Functions - Intimates
"Intimates you mean people I show everything of myself? (you define ?)
There are some people I show intimate parts of myself—but they're different
there's probably only one person who's my intimate. The men's group I share a
lot but I may not share some parts of my life. I would consider myself intimate,
at least part of me, with the men's group, (decides to include them all as
intimates.
)
Needs and functions—intimates
Needs for companionship, need for support the need for venting, both
positively and negatively, needs for sharing, needs for sex, intimacy."
Functions - Casual
"H people, for example are acquaintances, I guess—they're not friends
—
in terms of a real close friendship, although I like them and they like me—I'm
in a weird position because I'm not selling books! But in the work that I do
there are personal relationships—but they're professional relationships. (Do
those people know as much about you as you do about them ?) No. Well, I
wouldn't call them friends, I'd call them acquaintances.
"
Needs, functions, casuals 19*1
"Giving me stamps, serving me or me serving them in business kind of
ways.
(who go to for feedback)
Depends— if I just wanted a little ego boost and not anything that was a
real whole thing I’d probably go to the people I'd think would give it to me.
Sometimes it could be casual people—who see what I'm doing, like a nice piece
of publicity that comes out, but they don't know if any of the programs took place
on it. However, if I really want to find out and I'm in the mood where 1 want
feedback so I can change, so I can really hear something I'd probably go to
intimates.
"
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RATING SHEET FOR RATERS
Rater’s Initials Case Number
Note to raters:
The interview transcript you have received has a series of numbers in the
margin. These numbers refer to the number of the question on this rating
sheet. Each question should be answered by reference to the sections of the
interview transcript which are marked with the question number. In some
cases, you will find that the number appears several times, as the topic may
be covered at various times during the interview. Please read the entire
interview carefully before starting to rate, and check carefully so that all
of the relevant sections are taken into account before answering each question.
1. Does this person categorize his/her relationships in any way?
Refer to the sections marked (1) and rate "yes” if there is any indication
of categories; rate "no" if there is none.
Yes NO
2. First, read all of the sections of the transcript whose coding starts with
"2", regardless of numbers or letters which follow.
Now, look at the sections marked "2B-C, 2N-F, and 2N-I.
"
We are looking for your perception of similarities or differences in the
content of these sections.
Compare these sections as follows:
Use the numbers from this continuum, and rate 1-5.
Totally Differait
oclII10 ' - "
1
—
2 3 4 5
2N-C and 2N-F
2N-C and 2N-I
2N-F and 2N-I
Now, look at the sections marked 2B-C, 2B-F, and 2B-I
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We are again looking for your perception of similarities or differences in
these sections.
Use the same continuum illustrated above and rate 1-5.
Compare these sections:
2B-C and 2B-F
2B-C and 2B-I
2B-F and 2B-I
Now, look at all the sections whose code-marking begins with the number 2.
Refer to the classifications of Level I, Level II and Level III relationships
as described in the direction sheet.
Classify the sections below as falling into the classifications of Level I,
Level II or Level III according to the descriptions, if possible. If none of
these descriptions apply, classify the segment as "other."
Section Level I Level II Level III Other
All segments marked 2N-I,
2B-I
All segments marked 2N-F,
2B-F
All segments marked 2N-C,
2F-C
3. Based on the material you read in sections marked 3:
a. Does this person describe experiences which relate to changing
the quality or level of any of his/her relationships ?
Yes NO-
b. If so, is this experience described as one of difficulty or
discomfort to the person or the other involved?
Yes No
198
4. Refer to the material you read in sections marked 4:
Does the respondent express different reactions to the breaking or severing
of different types of relationships ?
Yes No
APPENDIX J
PARTICIPANTS DESCRIPTION OF FUNCTIONS FOR EACH
LEVEL OF RELATIONSHIP
.. Functions ascribed to casual relationships:
A. Females under 25:
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“the presence of other student there—support an environment,
structuring it, making it possible to do the tilings 1 do
—
just
support a relatedness to that environment.
-they help me to get along with people— I can practice new
skills with them and if I fail it's not too important.
-they’re colleagues sharing similar experiences and decision-
making possibly providing alternatives to decisions, but not
personal decisions.
-it's just neat to see each other and I feel supported by their
existence
B. Males under 25:
-they’re just people I know—some at work or people I know and
work with but don’t have a close relationship with—or my
professors— I don’t have much invested in them.
-strictly functional—information, short-term help— fix the
machine or whatever they're supposed to, etc.
-I guess they don't fill too many needs for me
—
just casual
acknowledgment.
-they’re not friends, in terms of a real close friendship
—
but I like them and they like me! They're professional
relationships. Or they give me stamps or serve me or I serve
them in business kinds of ways.
C. Females over 40:
-they make me feel that I'm an important human being and
they’re important human beings in their recognition of me
and my recognition of them—there’s some sense of warmth
they generate and I generate back.
-they function biologically, socially and physiologically for me
—
for example by forming a car ppool they prevent me from being
exhausted!
-they provide me with attention, and just a real social kind of
thing, with no real commitment to them. 1 don't have a feeling
of longing for them yet if they come by, I'm always happy to
see them. I probably would never seek them out— at least until
I reached the end of my resource list. I guess a part of me
is invested in diem— I don’t want to put a whole lot of energy
into confronting them—sort of a social-polite kind of thing, and
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I
fd say as little as I can get away with and not invest a
whole lot of my feelings—an acquaintance type thing. . .
it isn’t really a comfortable relationship— stricly a
geographical thing (neighbor)—not a person I would choose
to have as a friend.
D. Males over 40:
-they're people who know me and like me and are friendly.
-it's a nicer function than I realized—they're just people I say
Hi to but I admire them and I'm glad they're there—it's a
different kind of support to walk down the corridor and get a
hearty hello—it's not getting involvedin spending a lot of time
together, but knowing that they're going to be just as trust-
worthy as your most loyal intimate—if you try to stop and say
how you are deeply with everyone it would be impossible—it
sort of feels like an outrigger, a ballast—they give a context for
the most intimate relationships so we don't feel like we're in a
cave when we're intimate but we're related to a friendlier world.
The stuff I invest in them is stuff I give off every day no matter
what—it’s just neat to see each other— I feel supported by their
existence.
-people involved with projects or tennis partners or music
—
I see them only at rehearsals, not a regular contact.
-the casual acquaintances are sort of superficial nature
—
there’s more of a social atmosphere with them than the middle
people—the middle have more substance to their existence.
Functions ascribed to "Friends":
A. Females under 25:
-provide extra stimulation, help with where things are at,
interesting companionship, provide a measure of professional
competence.
-they provide an ideological connection that's beyond a presence-
there's shared beliefs and history.
-they're listeners in certain situations, creative explorers for
checking out new ideas; they let me be a helper, a responder,
accepting not expecting them to respond to me.
-they know me, but only in a single capacity.
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B. Males under 25:
-as a social level, they fulfill my need to be with people, to
feel that I'm a part of something. If I need help from them
it will be less personal than from the intimates. I can reveal
who I am with them, but strictly within my professional role.
-we share the same interests, and a potential for more
relationships—I'm comfortable with them in a group because
it's easier to handle them in groups, and easier to be with
the intimates on a one-to-one.
-friends are to pleasantly pass the time awray with—they don't
really help you cope or help you grow or challenge you,
intimates do that.
-I guess friends just serve a need to be with people, and not
to be alone day to day.
C. Females over 40:
-They fill social, emotional and intellectual functions, as
friends and colleagues.
-I’m a very social person and they provide me with group
membership— I don't think that in the selective process I use to
tell them a little bit I let them meet a little bit of these needs
because I go up and down the scale— it sometimes makes a whole
circle but it’s not as complete or as full as the intimate people
—
because I have a tremendous need for acceptance, and that's
probably where some of my energy comes from for meeting
some of the other needs, because I think you can't be accepted
if you haven't hit onto other feelings and actions along the way,
you can't ever be accepted, no matter who you are. . .
-there’s a role I play with her—it's only a part of me that's
with her—she's a nice person to be around, she's quiet and
the part of me that responds to quiet is fed by that—when things
get too hectic I go over there—in return I give her a stimulus
she doesn't get elsewhere I provide her with someone to talk
to, because it's hard for her to talk openly to people. . . I
don’t know how much is the real her.
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D. Males over 40:
-I consider these just a part of my network that go beyond the
inner circle.
. . these relationships are necessary to
certain objectives that I have—the people associated with
(political role)— I have certain objectives there and those
people that fall into that group are the ones I depend on or
communicate with in order to carry out some of the things I
do—and the has served that way too, because the
goal was
,
and all of you there are my support
pillars in reaching that goal, yet you're separated from that
personal, inner category.
-with them I keep in touch with the more external, social,
public self.
-conversation, someone to go to lunch with
—
people that I
could ask to do political things and would trust and like working
with—it's really "filling a life space"—it's more fun to go to
lunch or a movie with someone than to go alone I
-they're like relatives in the family you marry into
—
you know
that they're there, but you don't have to love them.
- Functions ascribed to "Intimates"
A. Females under 25:
-creating an atmosphere of comfort in which to share personal
material.
-awareness that I'm here, knowing that I have a place in their
consciousness, knowing that someone knows I'm here,
cares what I'm doing, continuity—longterm—they knew me
five years ago and will know me in five years from now—an
outlet for me to express things the way I really want to. . .
Esteem, value, love, feeling I've been touched.
-people who express deep concern and care, people who help
me be who I am, in the sense of you're OK.
-people with whom I discuss what's going on in our lives,
problems, goals.
-a basic need to be understood, compansionship, sexual needs,
fun. Good support for myJiuman needs—an emotional
bonding.
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B. Males under 25:
- needs for companionship, support, venting positively and
negatively, sex, intimacy, being role-free; shared time, but
shared space helps too, people that are right in there with
my life decisions, and I'm right in there with theirs.
-people to bounce ideas off—where I'm going with my life, share
things that have effected my lifeplans, my socL.l values, people
that make me feel really understood, provide tenderness,
affection, love, sex and a medium for growth.
-we share our interests, enjoy being around each other know each
other quite well
—
provide emotional expression as releases
—
get things off our shoulders—a close relationship of give and
take—there's acceptance at face value, no judgements, provide
tenderness, affection, love, sex.
-provide a climate of support in which to share and air out
personal issues, confiding and counseling each other.
C. Females over 40:
-one or two would probably fill pretty much all of my needs
personal, intellectual, social—and I can allow them to see my
temper!
-emotional, social, biological and psychological functions.
-they feed, into my love needs, and I guess the whole scale
from the security and social up to the top of acceptance.
-It's very warm—she totally accepts me, with all my imperfections,
and there's no holding back; she doesn't always approve of me,
but there's no judgement—it's total acceptance and that's how
I feel about her—a real, deep caring.
D. Males over 40:
-the'' help me to keep in touch with myself. In the hurry-scurry
of life it's terribly important to have people you can talk to
about your central concerns the central issues, the deeper
yearnings—deeper in that they're more centrally in one's own
being. Helps me to stay in touch with myself--and as the role
drops away, it's more person to person.
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-Affection, pleasure, sexual pleasure, intimacy
—
part of a
milieu in which I can just be myself totally—and financiall
support!—Mostly a sense of "being in place"—being part of a
family and probaliy the closest thing to being in therapy.
-We have an uninhibited kinds of conversation that sort of brings
us back to when we were kids—and lots of support and confidence
from them—and is frank in her constructive criticism
and can give me good feedback—we've known each other long
enough to mutually benefit each other—and moral support for
my growth.
APPENDIX K
PARTICIPANTS DESCRIPTION OF BEHAVIOR
FOR EACH LEVEL OF RELATIONSHIP
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Behaviors ascribed to casual acquaintances:
Females, under 25:
-people I see to get a specific job done, like a lab
partner, etc.
-business transactions
-they represent a structure so the system works, with
little shared activity
-I'd go beyond the impasse, rather than try to find out
what was wrong—bring her a jar of pickles or something
like that.
-you see these people because you happen to be in the same
place at the same time— I wouldn't structure my time
around them—less of a planned activity.
Males, under 25:
-people who want information and only stop by once or twice
-hello! How are you? Nice day! I'd like a ten cent stamp!
-my professors— I don't spend a lot of time around them but
we have a working relationships; and friends I keep in
touch with just a little bit because they're at school
somewhere—they're like half-strangers in a sense, and
relatives, too.
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-superficial behaviors
—
people I bump into or see
specifically to get a job done.
Females, over 40
-I borrow a pitcher from her—she lives next door— I look
after her house when she goes away—we occasionally have
a drink together—a neighbor relationship with no depth,
but pleasant. I like her as a neighbor, but not as a person.
*
-I would stillburst into their office and be just as crazy and
spontaneous but I would only share certain parts, like joy,
or I might share unhappiness with them but I would be
reserved about it—there’s a place there that I think I would
screen out what I would share with them.
-a quick cup of coffee, hello and good-bye.
*
-they're part of the world but they're—colleagucal—they are
—
acquaintances—but limited in terms of how much I will share
and how much they will share—they seem to have boundaries
just as I do— I only reveal certain facts here, from a nodding
acquaintance to an issue on campus— I don't socialize with
them either—it's just— "hey it's good to see you—and how's
everything?"
Males over 40
-if we happen to meet at a movie we'll say "Come over for
a drink, " but we won't call them up ahead of time and say
"Let's go to a movie. "
-Oh, Hi!—small talk—it's always a very warm greeting—we
have no business together but they're genuinely glad to
meet you.
*
-have meetings, programs, engage on talk about my dissertation
with my dissertation committee—task orientation but a less
frequent contact than the friends—people I know very little
about.
-I'd engage in conversation dealing with trivia, really, and
probably events, or something like that. Because I find in
dealing with these people our interests are not in common,
because my interests are primarily in education, agriculture
and aviation, whereas the casual people I associate with are
sports oriented, factory workers, not too much formal education.
’'These sections were judged by 50% or more of the raters as not truly
reflecting Level I, but were classified as Level II, although they
were produced
in response to questioning of "casual behavior."
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Behavior ascribed to "Friends"
Females under 25:
-occasional dinner or movie companions, not a regular part
of my plans.
-people at meetings; talking but not intimate talk.
-activity may be overlapping with the intimates—but there
would be more conversation with the intimate group— I may
feel intimate with some friends but there’s less dependability
with them.
-giving, but not reciprocal sharing, as in counselling
-people to whom I occasionally say "Let’s go out to dinner,
or if I need someone to go to a movie with I'd have to think
for a minute to come up with their names; they’re not
regularly part of my plans.
-soopne I see over a task or a specific purpose, working on
a project—something I’d like to discuss with her but it’s over
an issue—I know why I’m calling her.
Males under 25:
-people I spend a lot of time with, I go places with, do things with;
in some cases some of them are pretty close to being intimates
but others are just sort of people I room together with, and do
things with—I wouldn't burden my friends with my personal
problems, I wouldn't be as open with them as my intimates.
-more towards a specific goal—the goal being to achieve
something, as opposed to the goal being our friendship; to plan
a program or whatever. Not as open to show hurt and warm
feelings, not as open to give negative feedback.
-people I shoot the breeze and clown around with; sharing
ideas—sharing personal stuff here is a bit of a risk.
-probably with the friends it wouldn’t be as much intimate
talk—we’d talk about everyday events, work and stuff.
Females over 40:
-What there is, is good, but I never feel I can be totally relaxed
there—it isn't really open—we go snowshoeing together, we go
to concerts, we have tea, but there’s a whole area of my life with
which she would not relate.
-not a continuous relationship, but more time in one place than
a casual one. More superficial than intimates, yet some
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exchanging of confidences
,
and more fun. Conversations will
involve shared values, one group of people are for the summer;
hiking, mountain climbing, etc.
-I have a great need for sporadic socializing where I do a lot
of entertaining, and that's where they fit in—not as intimate
but very close and sharing a point of view that many of my
friends would share, and the need for human interaction
that's needed by people that think in ways similar to the way
we do; values are shared, and the same kind of jokes, and
similar views of how good or bad the world is.
-I think I would cut down on the crazy, spontaneous excitment
with these people— I would hold some of it back with these
friends but not with those that are intimate—because these are
people who in some place in our relationship haven't reciprocated
my feelings—or they've made (negative) references to me
overtly— I don't like to be around people who don't let me be
what I am, but it takes a long time before I stop talking to them.
D. Males over 40:
^-Inherited friends
—
people who are really my wife's friends, but
with whom I don't feel the same closeness— if I wanted to go to
a movie and my wife weren't around, I wouldn't call .
And the other half of couples where the wives are friends, and
we "come along for the trip. " We see each other occasionally,
but it's much warmer feeling than with the casual people.
-if there's something to do, I can always count on them— if I
can't think of it (at a meeting, etc. ) they'll think of it— I trust
their judgement and where they're coming from. I sense a
kindred orientation. I would love to know them more
intimately, but we haven't any occasion for that.
-I might go out for dinner, maybe with our wives, or have them
over or be at a party--they might be tennis partners—a certain
camaraderie—might go hiking or canoeing—we wouldn't be
sharing any of the really intimate kinds of things—although the
activities would be talking; it would be more talking about
politics of the world or the university, rather than the politics
of the family (underlining author's).
-these are the people I work with and I think the best source of
constructive criticism it tells me the direction I should be
going in—if I'm communicating with them effectively. . . .Very
few people will pat you on the back and say "you're a good guy,
you’re doing a marvelous job" as a general rule they'll criticize
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you adversely more often than not, so it's a matter of
diplomaey in analyzing the critieisms and weaving it into a
cooperative approach. I have to use diplomacy here—over
the years I've found that that's an effective approach.
Behavior ascribed to "Intimates":
Females under 25:
-these are people I allow to know me—lots of people want to
be part of my life but these are the ones I let in—it's intense
talking about personal things.
-talking about our lives, problems, goals.
-Activity is the least of it! It's more than talking—it's
involving that person in my consciousness and my life—
a
non-competitive relationship with a future!
-Sitting around, talking, sharing a lot, being women together as
well as our political work—they're mostly people I live with
now or who I have lived with or near—it's a very intense
relationship—there's a level of trust, dependability, knowing
they're going to be there for you—acceptance, they care
about me and arc committed to me.
-talking a lot—sharing problems—opening up completely which
is something I wouldn't do with most people. There are very
few of them.
Males under 25:
-we relax together, do a lot of talking together about personal
things, things that we wouldn't share with just friends,
-anything from sex to sharing social—non-business kinds of
things—how we both understand the relationship—we have a
clear but not always verbalized understanding that we'll get
to know or continue to get to know or relate openly with each
other.
-going out for a drink and playing softball together—but sharing
personal things.
Female over 40:
-It's warm, we didn't ever talk shop— I could just_be—we fish,
play cribbage, he cares very much about us.
-loving, hating, giving taking—just being together in a very
intimate gutsy way.
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-you want the range ? A real close intimate feeling of sharing
anger and joy, frustrations and disappointments and feeling
very comfortable about it, with one exception—I'm discovering
that as I say it! But the othcrs--I can tell them everything and
feel good about it—and the ones that are not home, I feel
extremely close and happy and excited and I can share anything
with them when they're around—and when they're not we can
catch up with our feelings back and forth, the whole process
makes me feel very close to them.
-people to whom I can go and let my hair down and that will be
great and terrific—it will range all the way from very close
to close but not accessible.
Males over 40:
-students whose own spiritual and professional questing is the
most exciting to me
—
going deeper into issues that matter to
me than anyone else I know—and a kind of reciprocity—
I
can talk more easily with them about issues that are important
to me because of mutual understanding, and they explicitly
care about my own questing. It may be lu
the others, but the content is different.
-I'm very informal and more vocal— I talk more in that group
because with them I consider myself more of an authority
—
they give me more acceptance.
-a sexual relationship, a lot of talking, shared planning,
struggling, life planning, a disciplinary-playing relationship
(with the kids)
,
trips, hiking, sports—but conversations about
our own struggles in our life, a lot of deep sharing. A lot
more touching and affection exchanged, more with the family
than friends—OK--anyone that's in the intimate group would be
people I hug, maybe kiss.
*-sit back, relax, discuss what's on your mind— I can get just
as intimate as I can by just walking with someone, even more
so than driving where my facial reactions don't always reflect
what I’m saying.
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-you want the rango ? A real close intimate feeling of sharing
anger and joy, frustrations and disappointments and feeling
very comfortable about it, with one exception— I'm discovering
that as I say it! But the others— I can tell them everything and
feel good about it—and the ones that arc not home, I feel
extiemcly close and happy and excited and 1 can share anything
with them when they're around—and when they're not we can
catch up with our feelings back and forth, the whole process
makes me feel very close to them.
-people to whom I can go and let my hair down and that will be
great and terrific—it will range all the way from very close
to close but not accessible.
Males over 40:
-students whose own spiritual and professional questing is the
most exciting to me
—
going deeper into issues that matter to
me than anyone else I know—and a kind of reciprocity—
I
can talk more easily with them about issues that arc important
to me because of mutual understanding, and they explicitly
care about my own questing. It may be lu
the others, but the content is different.
-I'm very informal and more vocal— I talk more in that group
because with them I consider myself more of an authority
—
they give me more acceptance.
-a sexual relationship, a lot of talking, shared planning,
struggling, life planning, a disciplinary-playing relationship
(with the kids), trips, hiking, sports—but conversations about
our own struggles in our life, a lot of deep sharing. A lot
more touching and affection exchanged, more with the family
than friends—OK—anyone that's in the intimate group would be
people I hug, maybe kiss.
*-sit back, relax, discuss what's on your mind— I can get just
as intimate as I can by just walking with someone, even more
so than driving where my facial reactions don't always reflect
what I'm saying.
APPENDIX L
MEAN RATINGS FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTIONS OF BEHAVIOR
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS AND FOR THOSE PARTICIPANTS WHO
INCLUDED PEOPLE AT MORE THAN ONE LEVEL
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TABLE A
MEAN RATINGS FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTIONS OF BEHAVIOR
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS AND FOR THOSE PARTICIPANTS WHO
INCLUDED PEOPLE AT MORE THAN ONE LEVEL
Behaviors Compared
Mean Rating-
All Participants
Mean Rating lor
those described in
title
Casual and Intimate 4.70 4.52
Friend and Intimate 3.80 3.45
Casual and Friend 3.37 3.58
APPENDIX M
MEAN RATINGS FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTIONS OF FUNCTIONS
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS AND FOR THOSE WHO INCLUDED PEOPLE
AT MORE THAN ONE LEVEL
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TABLE B
MEAN RATINGS FOR COMPARISON OF DESCRIPTIONS OF FUNCTIONS
FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS AND FOR THOSE WHO INCLUDED PEOPLE
AT MORE THAN ONE LEVEL
Functions Compared
Mean Rating-
All Participants
Mean Rating
for those described
in title
Casual and Intimate 4.71 4.68
Friend and Intimate 3.96 3.68
Casual and Friend 3.16 3.25


